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refs or renewing, but Ne f ſame endured many a Storm of Gain- 
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Aleim and Berith, Ge. 


HE learned Dr. Sharp, the Archdeacon 
4 | of Northumberland, and Prebendary of 


4) 


5s © a  iV 


Judicious and candid [th arch to which nej- 
ther Time nor Care have been ng 4 any mare 
than are Abilities in the Author or Aſſiſtance from 
his Friends; ſo that we may reaſonably to 
meet here, with every 1. 75 that would bear 
urging againſt us, every Conſideration that is of 
any Weight, in the Support of his own, or that 
tends to the Diſadvantage of our Conſtruction, of 
theſe important Words. 1 

The Doctor is pleaſed to apologiſe for ſo long de- 
laying the Publication, and give his Reaſons for do- 
ing it at laſt. ere 

* I have at length ſigned, and now deliver in 
« my Plea, | | 

Says this able Advocate, | 

5 In behalf of the two Words, whoſe Cauſe I 
have undertaken ; to preyent, if I may, the 
$* paſling a definitive Sentence, that they are un- 
e conteſtable, under Mr. H=——#'s Expoſition of 
+ of them.“ © Preface, p. 21. | 
5: 5 The 


— 


[2] 

The Diſpute is about the Family the Doctor's 
Clients belong to; of what Country they are, 
what Language they ſpoke, and whether they be 
of any Uſe and Importance to others; the Doctor 
contends that they are a Couple of unmeaning Bab- 
lers, whoſe Relations diſown them. We have put 
in a Claim in their behalf, and demand the Ho- 
nour due to them, as Deſcendants of an antient and 
honourable Family, of 'which they are themſelves 
the firſt and chief Branches. And this we would 
prove, from the high Poſts of Honour formerly 
aſſigned them; the Rank of Life they held; and 
the great Deference all Nations paid them, who 
ever placed them at the Head both of their Civil 
and Eccleſiaſtical Affairs; at a Time when none, 
but thoſe of this Family were employed, eſpecially 
in the Affairs of Religion. The great and im- 
portant Truths always in their Mouths, will ſuffi- 
ciently. compenſate for the Trouble we may be at in 
making what they ſay to be clear and intelligible to 
others. It is pretended that the antient Records of | 
their Family are loſt ; or that they are not regiſtered | 
with the Family we ſay they belong to. We would 
therefore prove their Lineage and Country by their 
Features, Make, Proportion, and extreme Like- | 
neſs to a Family, which has had better luck with | 
their Regiſter, and whom they reſemble ſo much, 
that when, you meet them ſeparately, it is impoſ- 


ſible to know them aſunder. This Cauſe has been 


long in Court, and Advocates of different Talents 
from the Doctor's have, to the utmoſt of their 
Power, laboured the Point; not without ſuch a 
Mixture of Heat and ill Language, as is offenſive 
to good Manners, and which the Counſel for the 
Plaintiffs, as Dr. Sharp himſelf is ſo complaiſant as 
to acknowledge, did not deſe ve. 


. 


As theſe Gentlemen have not conducted them: 
ſelves with that Decency, Temper, and Sobriety, 
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the Doctor has endeavoured to do, and Lopes be bas 
done, ſo neither have they been ſo happy in their 
Oppoſition, or had that Succeſs to he expected 
from his more ſober, ſtudied, improved, more candid, 
better dreſſed Objections, and reinforced; weightier 
Arguments you have here, kind Reader, all that 
is beſt in the former Pleadings in this Cauſe: The 
ſtale Meat that is ſerved up again, as ſome there is, 
is dreſſed over again, and more apreeably than be- 
fore. The ſame Arguments come reinforced with 
ſome additional Weight ; it being fair to introduce 
again ſuch Arguments as have not been as yet replied 
to. And no doubt ſuch Arguments will be point- 
ed out, in the Courſe: of the Doctor's -Pleading, 
as have not been replied to and we may certainly 
expect that what is ſaid to be not ſatisfatforily an- 


ſwered, will be ſhewn to be ſo, when the Rate Ob- 


jection comes to be ſerved up again. 

The Doctor ſeems to acknowledge we have hi- 
therto had the better of the Diſpute. 

In the printed Controverſy that aroſe from 
« Mr.C *s Sermon, the Merits of the Queſtion 
«© were not, in my Opinion, ſufficiently attended to, 
« or fully reached,“ Preface, p. 15. 

By our Opponents, I apprehend, he means: We 
not being obliged to attend to, what they did not 
call us to attend to; or reach at what was not pro- 
duced in Court. Their ill Succeſs and ill Conduct 
then required a more able and judicious Advocate 
to undertake the Cauſe, and prevent the definitive 
Sentence paſſing againſt them ; and ſuch the Doctor 
has moſt undoubtedly ſhewn himſelf, but I hope 
the Succeſs will not quite anſwer. his Expectations. 

The Doctor has been pleaſed to aſſign another 
Reaſon that induced him to take this oouble 


upon him, viz. The Requeſt of the Editors of Mr. 


H 


n's Works ; 1 do therefore return my ſincere 


See Preface, paſim. > Preface, p. 22, 3. 
B 2 Acknow- 
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Acknowledgments and Thanks for ſo particular a 
Favour and Regard ſhewn to our Requeſt, by a 
Perſon of Dr. Sharp's great Character in private 
Life; Rank in publick Life; and Eſteem, for Abi- 
lities natural and acquired, among the Learned, 
And hope that what the Doctor has done, 
May induce others to take more Words and 
Roots into Examination after the ſame manner.“ 
An Attempt of this kind, ſoberly and candidly 
made, will tend much to the Diſcovery of the 
„Truth, and give content to ingenuous Minds.“ 
It was this induced the Editors ſo earneſtly to 
call for the Annotations of the Learned on Mr. 
H——z*s Diſcoveries; and to endeavour to pro- 
vote them (pardon the Word, and the Fault) to 
ſift and canvaſs them, that the World might ſee 
what Character they deſerved ; and that the Eyes 
of thoſe, who will ever be guided by the Example 
of their Superiors, in Authority and Learning, 
might be turned upon them too. The Editors 
knew they ſhould be Gainers by ſuch an Examina- 
tion. They would have the Advantage of being 
ſet right, if they were in the wrong; of being ber- 
ter informed in what might be pleaded againſt the 
Books they were recommending to the World, 
than their own private Studies, and more contract- 
ed Reading and Abilities could point out to them. 
There is another Reaſon ſtill, aſſigned by the 
Doctor for publiſhing theſe Remarks z and which 
might have been firſt taken notice of by me, as 
it is the firſt aſſigned by himſelf, and which ſeems 
to lay uppermoſt on his Mind ; it is, Want of 
proper Deference to the Judgment of others ;, and 
the ſanguine Expreſſions Mr. H-—-1 and his Fol- 
lowers propoſe their new Conſtructions in, Preface, 
lags AL | 
If what Mr. H has advanced in relation 
eto ſuch Words had been propoſed 2 the 
WOA 2 8 «© Form 
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« Form of learned Cinjectures, or recommend- 
« ed as uſeful Remarks, and the Reaſons offer*d 


J * in ſupport of them had been ſubmitted with 


e proper Deference to the Judgment of others; I 
« ſhould have been, for my part, very little diſpoſed 
&« to take Exceptions againſt them,—But his Inter- 
« pretations have been delivered to the World in 
% another Style, and in another Character, as cer- 
„ tain Truths.“ 1 
I ſpeak with all due Deference to the Judgment 
of the Gentleman I now direct my ſelf to, and 
ſay, I ſhould have thought that a Man's being ho- 
roughly convinced of the Truth of what he aſſerted, 
and accordingly telling the World ſo, had been no 
juſtifiable Exception to his Manner of writing. For 
my own part, I cannot look on Conjectures as 
learned, but as wanting of Learning. Nor Re- 
marks uſeful on Matters of the utmoſt Conſequence 
to Mankind, which are propoſed, only to try how 
far they may be carried, There is a Deference due 
to the Word of God, which forbids not only all 
trifling with it; but, I ſhould think, all criticiſing 
upon it, which we are not fully convinced 1s right 
in itſelf, and neceſſary, more or leſs, towards 
clearing its Meaning, and aſcertaining what ourſelves 
or others may have doubted about. It is not the 
Words, but the Senſe of Scripture is our Guide: 
But we cannot come at its Senſe, but through the 
Words; and if the Words have no ſettled, di- 
ſtinct Meaning, then farewell all Uſe of the Bible, 
but to multiply Debates, and confound thoſe, who 
are ſo filly as to ſpend their Time in ſearching it. 
The Conſtruction of the Bible had been long in 
the Hands of the Apoſtates ; and Chriſtians had 
made uſe of their Eyes, for the moſt. part, in 
ſearching after the Divine Truths it contains. 
They made uſe of the Rules of Grammar and 
Conſtruction, and followed the Senſe of the Words 
B 3 28 


(6] 
as laid dw. by the Enemies of all Righteouſneſs. 
Mr. H comes to remove theſe F oundations, 
and ſets the Apoſtates, and their Things, out in 
their proper Colours; he is angry here, and had 
great Reaſon to be ſo; ſo have other great Men 
been upon the ſame Occaſion, both at Home and 
Abroad, who have expreſſed themſelves with- the 
hke Indignation ; and give the worſ# of Men, and 
worſt of Things, their proper Names. Some Chri- 
ſtians appear more angry with him for it, than 
they would be thought to be; and blame, in general 
Terms, a glorious Indignation. Let them defend 
the Rabbins by an Induction of Particulars, as he 
has condemned them. 

But ſuppoſing that a ſanguine Warmth of Tem- 
per, eager, and therefore confident, be blame- 
worthy, irkſome to an Adverſary, and too much | 
in a Hurry to ſtay to make proper Congees to 
every great Man it meets with; yet ſome Allowance |} 
is to be made for Conſtitution. And he that is of 
a more cold, flegmatic Nature, leſs conkdent, 
rather diſtruſtful and ſuſpieious, nay, even wavering 
and ſceptical, which ſuch an one calls Prudence, as | 
the other does bs Zeal ; ſuch an one may thank 
God, and not think it a Merit, that he is not like 
the Pablican and Sinner, and has no more Reaſon 
to quarrel with me, merely for the natural Effects 
of my Conſtitution, than he has becauſe the Com- 

lexions of our Faces may not be alike, or our 
dies of the ſame Bulk. Diſputes carried on | 
with Temper and Sobriety, contribute moſt, no 
doubt, to the Edification of the Parties them- 
felves, as well as of their Readers. But that af- 
fected Civility, and mutual Compliments which 
ſometimes paſs between the Diſputants, make it 
look as if they were ſeeking Honour from one 
another more than Truth. Again, a ceremonious 
Complaiſance is an artful way of keeping Inferiors | 
at | 


[7] 
at a Diſtance, and proceeds, generally ſpeaking, 
from an Opinion that our Perſons are too ſacred to 
lay open to a familiar Acceſs; and we keep up a 


ſanctimonious Gravity in our Words and Geſtures, 


as the Meaſure of the Reverence we would be 


3 approached with. One of this Stamp will think it 
unbecoming his Character to be ſeen to be angry; 


and an unpardonable Levity to break out into a 


1 Laugh. But this has not the leaſt Tenderneſs of 
I — in it; not a Spark of that Humility of 
Mind, 


and Meekneſs of Spirit, which is ſo recon- 
ciling to God and Man, and which it ſeems to 
affect; for a Laugh in the Sleeve has the ſame Con- 
tempt in it, though leſs Sincerity than the louder 
Laugh. And a Grin, or a Sneer, has at leaſt as much 
Malice, if not ſo much of what we call Paſſion in 
it, as a leſs diſſembled Anger, or rude Words. I 
hope what I ſay here will not give an Handle to an 
ill-natured Application, which I do not deſign: If 
none of theſe Apologies will ſcreen Mr. H —, 
or thoſe of his Followers who are included in this 
general Charge before us, I muſt recommend 
them and myſelf to the Mercy of the Court, and 
proceed ; after having juſt obſerved, that we have 
a Right to a little Mercy, ſince we are often over- 
charged, as in the next Words to theſe, which have 
occaſioned my running out to this long Digreſſion, 


Mun. deen 50 


And this not without intermixing ſome 
* premature Reflections on the Weakneſs of Inter · 
5 preters in general; and the Ignorance of our 
«© Tanflators of the Bible in particular :** | 

For, I apprehend this is too haſty an Aſſertion, 
and an unguarded Reflection upon us, founded up- 
on ill Fame, and which was induſtriouſly fomented 


by Mr. Bedford and ſome others at firſt, in order to 


raiſe a Prejudice againſt Mr. H——. and his Read- 
ers, or to juſtify that Prejudice, which had its Riſe 
| B 4 from 
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from other Cauſes, We are ſo far from teflefting 
on Commentators in general, that we always ſay, 
there is no Commentator on Scripture, except your 
rabbinical and mahometan Dreamers, but will pay 
for the Trouble of reading him. And as for the 
Jenorante of our Tranſlators in particular, I am quite 
at a loſs to know what the Doctor founds this 
Part of the Charge upon, or who were his Inform- 
ers. As Engliſhmen, and writing to Engliſhmen, we 
cite our own Tranſlation, which I have ſaid (to 
clear myſelf) is as good as any we have, Examiner 
Examined, p. 34. This is one of the Pieces of 
ſtale Meat ſerved up again, but not new dreſſed, 
or more agreeably than Mr. Bedford had done it, un- 
leſs the Modern polite News-Paper Word, prema- 
ture, adds a Goùt to the old Diſh. Mr. B——4 
ſays, The frequent Complaints againſt all the Trayſla- 
tions of the Bible, and particularly our own, &c. 
Dr. Sharp calls it premature Reflections on the Weaks 
neſs of Interpreters in general, and the Tenorance of 
our Tranſlators of the Bible in particular. How far 
this is true, I appeal to the Writings themſelves in 
general ; Dr. Sharp, having not pointed out, as 
far as I remember, one Expreſſion that juſtifies ſo 
invidious a Charge. Let the Reader fee the hand- 
ſome Apology Mr. H- makes for our Tran- 
Hators, Moſes Princ. Part I. p. 112. and with what 
Reverence he ſpeaks of the Fathers, Gl. and Gr. 
p. 233. where inter al. he ſays, ** Theſe Men, 
though not inſpired, deſervedly will ſtand next 
« in Dignity and Rank to thoſe who were, nay, 
even to the Apoſtles.” I hope I have given no 
Offence hitherto, nor uſed any Expreſſion, which a 
Perſon of Dr. Sharp's Candour and Ingenuity will 
take diſguſt at. And I wiſh I may have leſs oc- 
caſion as I go on to entrench upon that Reſpect I bear 
the Author of theſe two learned Diſſertations. 


I pro- 


-"* [ 0 f : 
I proceed now to the Work itſelf; to conſider 


the Meaning of | 
BIR Mx NN 


The Doctor remarks firſt, tat 

« Whether a Word be a Root or Derivative is a 
« Point frequently controverted ; ſome making 
& Roots of thoſe Words, which others ſay are only 
« derived from Roots.“ tf: ih, thy 

The Defender of Mr. 's Plan, had ſaid 
as much as this cited by the Doctor, p. 148. The 
Roots are divided wrong in the Dictionaries; but is 
anſwered, Non ſunt dicenda, que ſold negatione ever- 
tuntur; and what he ſays to the modeſt Apologiſt, 
that more than a bare ſay ſo is neceſſary to over- 
turn an Argument, is with great Propriety retorted 
upon him, — He ſhould have given us ſomething be- 
des bis own ſay ſo. T am here enabled to do it, 
and you have Dr. Sbarp's Word, beſides that Au- 
thor's for it; for it is not an agreed Point, it ſeems, 
which are Roots and which Derivatives; ſome of 
them muſt divide or ſort them wrong, if they are 
not agreed which are Roots. But Mr. H——3z, 
and ſome of his Followers, had given ſeveral re- 
markable Inſtances of it; among others, I have 
inſtanced in pg and vp. It is a controverted Point 
then often, whether a Word be a Root or Deriva- 
tive, and fo we are told, that 

« A538 is one of thoſe Words, concerning 
* which learned Men are divided in their Senti- 
e ments, whether it be a Root or Derivative.” 

Now tho? I muſt not ſay, becauſe I cannot be 
poſitive in ſuch an Aſſertion, that learned Men are 
not divided in their Sentiments, whether ER 

be a Root or Derivative; yet I may ſay, this is 

the firſt learned Man, I ever knew fay it; and I 
may be dubious whether any other ever ſaid it. 


Whether dog God, and NIX to execrate or de- 
nounce 


1 
2 


rr 


__ 


be a Root or Derivative, for a Plural is derived 


be taken from a Word that ſignifies to curſe; and 


let me aſk what can it be ſuppoſed ſhould induce 


[10] 
ounce a Bann, be of the ſame Root, has formerly 
been a controverted Point, and for that Reaſon is 


ſo Now. But the Diſpute is not whether N58 
from the Singular, but whether the Name of God 


had learned Men given a ſatisfactory Account how a 
Name of God, could be taken from, or given us 
under ſuch an Idea, I believe, I may ſay, without 
being ſanguine, it never would have been contro- 
verted whether e as a Verb, was of a different 
Root with & the Name of God. The Verb 
and Noun will always be ſuppoſed to have the 
fame Meaning, or original Senſe, unleſs ſome par- 
ticular Reaſon appear to the contrary. And here 


iuſpired and infallible Writers, to write in this un- 
certain manner, ſo liable to deceive others, as to 
give ſo widely different and oppoſite Senſes, to the 
ſame Words? Nay, to uſe the ſame Word, in a 
Senſe in one Place, which ſome call Blaſphemy 
to give it in others? Did not they know it muſt 
puzzle People; and that ſome would from thence 
take a Handle to make a Noſe of Wax of the whole 
Word of God, that Uncertainty cannot be the Foun- 
dation of Faith! ? But I fear I am going too far, 
becauſe Dr. Sharp all along repreſents it, as not an 
eafy Matter, in ſo great a Variety of Opinions, to 
determine with any Cerlainty, whether any of them, 
is the true one: Nor of any great Conſequence in 
ſuch Diſputes, which Opinion is admitted; and he 
recommends it as the Character of a modeſt and true 
Writer, to be indifferent about it, and fit down 
contented with our Ignorance ; ſo I muſt ſuſpect 
my own Opinion, but it looks to me, as if a very 
good Handle might thence be taken to ſet aſide 
the Scripture as the Rule of Faith; for if there be 
no' Rules of Grammar we can dottrue it by, or 

Methods 
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Methods to find out what the Words mean 3 


or if this be allowed only, in ſome grand and 
capital Words, it may eaſily be extended farther, 
to inſinuate, that we cannot be ſo far ſure of the 
Meaning of the inſpired Writers, as to be able 
to truſt to their Directions, ſince we know not their 
Meaning in other Caſes. If, for Inſtance, there 
be any real, Doubt whether rd be plural, or 
why it is plural; or, which is the ſame Thing, | 
whether it have a plural Signification, though it 
be plural; and though it conſiſt of the ſame. ra- 
dical. Letters, with another Word, it is yet really 
dubi whether it be not highly improper to 
conſtruMt. in the ſame Senſe; if ſuch Conceſſions 
are made to the Infidel, Arian, or Secinian, will it 
not afford them, ſufficient Ground to argue that 
Words ſo, vague. in Senſe, and ſo ungrammatis 
cally put together, can never be able to make us 
wiſe unto Salvation, and therefore juſtify ſuch a 
Latitude in interpreting them, as may make room 
for almoſt any Imagination whatever? I hope, then 
I may modeſtly and truly ſay, that the Doubt and 
Diſtruſt or  Diffidence of the Senſe of Scripture, 
recommended with that eaſy good Nature, and 
yet as a fixed Opinion of the Doctor's, that it is 
commendable, gives great Apprehenſion of Miſ- 
chief to follow. It is an alarming Conſideration, 
that Men ſo high in the Church, ſo eminent for 
their Learning, and who have ſpent ſo much 
Time in the Study of the ſacred Books, ſhould 
yet not be able to find, like Noah's Dove, a firm 
Footing for themſelves, and. ſhould teach others 
to expect none in the original Record; while the 
Raven finds plenty of Prey for himſelf. 

The Diſpute about Roots and Derivatives, I ſup- 
poſe, is, (as far as our preſent Controverſy is con- 


_ cerned) whether the ſame Word, or Words of the 


lame radical Letters, have always the ſame Mean- 
ing 
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ing, Idea, or Signification, ſo that the Word ſhall 
retain that Idea in every Deflection of it. If it had, 
and you can by the Context certainly fix the 
Meaning of the Word, in any of its Defleions, 
you conſtrue it in all, mutatis mutandis, and it matters 
not whether you lay down the Verb Pret : or the 
Noun, or &c. as the Root; or whether you have 
what is called the Root, from whence you begin to 
defleft: The Rules of Grammar muſt determine 
what Part of Speech a Word, e. g. erh or 
eis; whether Noun or Verb, Singular, Plural, 
Maſculine or Feminine, A#ive or Paſſive, and ſo 
on, tho* ſuch Diſtinctions are not made in Hebrew 
or Engliſh, in the ſame Manner as they are in Greek 
or Latin; but the ſame Letters ſhall be, all or any 
of them, and yet determinable by the help of the 
Context. Learned Men have been very much di- 
vided in this Diſpute; or rather divided in their 
Opinions, upon the Meaning and Etymologies of 
particular Words, in particular Places, which they 
could not conſtrue agreeably to the Senſe the ſame 
Words bore in the other Places. Mr. H——z 
thought he ſaw through the Labyrinth theſe Gentle- 
men had, as to ſuch Particulars, involved them- 
ſelves in; namely, what is before mentioned, the 
Rules of Grammar and Conſtruction laid down by 
the apoſtate Race, to whom the Book of God has 
been ſealed, ever ſince they ſealed the Prophecies 
with the Blood of the Meſſiab; and which became 
ſealed among them, from their diabolical Attempts 
to ſeal it from Chriſtians. Mr. H- has laid 
this open at large, and, by an Induction of many 
Particulars, ſhewn the Source of theſe Diviſions 
among the Learned. 

Here the learned Dr. Sharp differs from him, and 


thinks, that 


« If the Authority of the Rabbins and Lexico- 


« graphers, be it more or leſs, be ſet aſide, many 
4 more 
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cc more Diſputes will - ariſe, than do already ſub- 
46 ſiſt,” 
But the Doctor has not been pleaſed to annex his 
Reaſons; or ſhew us how thoſe who are blind them- 
ſelves can be proper Guides to others, and direct 
them to keep clear of the Ditch : Nor has he taken 
into conſideration, the Exceptions, Mr. {——# 
has made to theſe—I muſt call them Men, becauſe, 
if I call them Devils, I ſhall perhaps be ſaid to be 
giving ill Language; as alſo to the Arabians. Theſe 
Exceptions lay open in Court; and ſo able an Ad- 
vocate as the Doctor muſt know ſo much of Law, 
as to know, they are not to be called into Court 
till thoſe Exceptions be firſt canvaſſed. The Do- 
ctor ſeems to confeſs this, with regard to the Rab- 
bins; but does it with ſo ill a Grace, and looks ſo 
often back after them, that he no where makes ſo 
aukward a Figure as here. | | 

-+6 Tho! Iam far from giving up all Authority of 
* PunCtuation—yet, as Mr. . abſolutely diſ- 
cards it, I will wave it,“ | 

All, or none ; we can make no Compoſition here. 
We have a Right to exclude both Rabbin and Ma- 
hbometan, out of the Diſpute, till they are cleared 
from the Diſqualifications propounded. To men- 
tion but this one, their not being ſo old by many 
hundreds of Years, as the Facts they are produced 
in Evidence of, beſides their Forgeries and Perju- 
ries on Record. And I greatly ſuſpect it muſt be 
Doctor H —7 who perſiſt in urging the Evidence 
of the Arabs, without the leaſt Reply to what has 
been laid to their Charge; for you will not eaſily 
find another ſo ſteady and unmoveable in his own 
way; who, like Homer's Aſs, walks ſturdily on, 
without altering his Pace, tho? pelted from all 
Quarters. I muſt enter my Caveat againſt any the 
leaſt Streſs, that can be laid upon the Talmud, or 
his Brother the Alcoran. " We; 
Py 9 © They 
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They being wholly ſet aſide, the firſt Objection 
to Mr. H, and others, in fetching do from 
DN, is, that & is two Words, one of which 
has an immutable N belonging to it, the other only 
a mutable one. Now, tho' you can ſee no more 
Difference betwixt I and d, than betwixt , and 
N; yet this is ſupported by the Authority of 
na, and Ny; of the firſt more particularly. 
Take the Argument in the Doctor's own Words: 
« There are certain Verbs, which end with an 

« unchageable N, in which that Letter keeps its 
©« Place in all the Inflections of thoſe Verbs, as 
«© conſonantly and invariably, as any other of the 
& unchangeable Letters do.—Now, ET7R being 
« a Noun plural, the Preſervation of the N / in it 

% ſhews, that it muſt be derived from ſome per- 
« fe&t Verb, in which the N never changes, or 
<« js loſt, as i from Naꝗq; but FIX the Verb, 
cc whence Mr. C—— derives Elobim, cannot be 
ce the Root of it, becauſe it has a changeable N.“ 

True, .if a Word cannot, or doth not, retain 

its I in ſome Places, or on ſome Occaſions, and 
yet drop it in others. But firſt, the Reader will 
remember, we are to ſupport the Diſtinftion between 
certain Verbs, and their Derivatives, from the radi- 
cal Letters alone. I therefore put in a Plea in Be- 
half of certain Derivatives from Ha, Who are ex- 
cluded from the Honour of being of the fame 
Stock, merely, as far as I can apprehend, becauſe 
the Authors of Punctuation, would have it ſo. Un- 
der A which I do not diſpute, as being ano- 
ther Root, we have n MAY, 121 and JA, 
which if they are all, or any of them, Derivatives 
of da the Argument, from the immutable , 
drops at once. Let us fee, therefore, firſt, how 
that Matter ſtands. The two (fuppoſed diſtinet) 
Roots are both conſtrued to the ſame Senſe, "High, 
lifted up, lofty ; and both applied to the very fame 
a 1 Things, 


( 15 } | 
hings, as the Stature of Men, Eyes, Buildin 
4 84 he ſame Signification [as the Letters 278 5 
nearly the ſame] is one Mark of the Words being 
of the ſame Root. And tho' H and 3, when rad- 
cal, are often dropped, or changed; yet, if it be 
by Rule, or you can ſhew Authority for it, Words 
ſo varied are deemed of the ſame Root; as for In- 
ſtance, H is deemed of the ſame Root with Nod, 
tho? the N is, by Rule, changed into B. Lev. xiv. 

y N24 is tranſlated Supercilium by one, and 
minentia Oculorum by another; and the Part hjgþ 
over the Eyes, is a good Deſcription of the Eye- 
brows. - Ezek. i. 18. ru is, Chap. x. 12. 
writ 72) In the firſt, n Pag. Dorſa 
eorum plena oculis ; in the latter, & ria dor/a 
eorum plena ocutis. Which is pretty — Proof, 

that H, in one Place, is H of the others: 
Tho? in one, the N, as in a Number of Inſtances, 
when in regimine, is changed into N. So that the 
N in Na doth not enjoy the Privilege of Immuta- 
bility, as pretended, Now put the Caſe, that Ma- 
rius, and others, had given the ſeveral Derivatives, 
I appeal to, under N21 inſtead of 35 would not 
all the Force of the Doctor's Reaſoning, from the 
immutable di, have been entirely overthrown ; or, at 
leaſt, ſo far weakened, as not to be able to bear the 
Weight laid upon it? I have produced two Places, 
where Hag and NA) are the ſame; and another De- 
flection or two of the Word might be brought, to 
ſhew that the 75 is dropped, or changed, in 714. 
as well as other Words, tho' not ſo often; but 
two may ſuffice for my Purpoſe. I am almoſt con- 
fident, that Dr. Sharp is too fair an Adverſary, to 
infiſt upon it, that N23, Sc. belong to a different 
Roat, . Nay merehy becauſe the Dictionaries 
place them ſo. It is very true, that 7214 retains 
the i in more of its Deflections, than any other 

Word ; and in ſome, which no other Word 


does; 
and 


[ 16 ] 
and I know of no other Inſtance, in the Bible, of a 
Maſculine Plural preſerving its 7 beſides it, except 
erh; nor but one of a Feminine Plural. But if 
n taken through, were not a Standard to de- 
cline or deflef# d by; we can juſtify what we want, 
from Examples in other Words. 

Let the Reader carefully obſerve the Force of the 
Doctor's Reaſoning on this Head; it will bear it 
« The Preſervation of the N in T1778, ſhews that 
c it muſt be derived from ſome perfect Verb, in which 
« the I never changes, or is leſt, as cn from 
al. Suppoſe a to be a perfect Verb, is 
the N never pre/erved in the Deflections of what are 
called imperfect Verbs? For if Inſtances of this kind 
can be produced, the Foundation of the above Ob- 
ſervation, about an immutable N, fails, and the Ar- 

ment with it. There are many hundreds of In- 

ances to be produced, of Words that retain the N, 
tho* not in the Maſculine Plural, yet in other De- 
flections, where the Preſervation of it, would lead 
one to make the Inference the Doctor doth, and as 
fully juſtiſy it. e. g. W—IN-NMeVD in regimine; 
but the Reader may ſee numberleſs Inſtances of this 
kind, in running over the Words in Marius; under 
T2 we meet with u, VN, 112. in regimine fre- 
quently, is, with Affixes, as 15M bi Dwelling, ſe- 
veral Times. So we ſee the N preſerved, whether 
as a Verb or Noun, in regimine, with Affixes, and 
without, as it is in ag. Let us put the Argu- 
ment into the Doctor's Form“ Man-. 
« HAN cum multis aliis, are Derivatives 
ce of the perfect Verb 723, now the Preſervation 
ce of the N in hy, a third Perſon maſculine, and 
« in Ny in regimine, in MIR, a Part. paſſive, and in 
te Inſtances without Number, of the like kind, 
« ſhew they muſt be derived from perfect Verbs, 
« as 5333 is, and cannot be of the ſame Roots, 
« with y, 5 Tn, and Dok, which change, or 
* | 25 7 ; 66 drop, 
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« drop, their . They muſt all, or none have 
different Roots, for the Reaſon aſſigned by the 
Doctor; and if the , in other Words, be ſome- 
times preſerved, and at other Times flung away, 
why may not 798 change or drop its N in ſome 
Places, tho? not in others? And there is a plain Rea- 
ſon to be given why it ſhould retain it in the p/ura/ 
Maſculine ; becauſe otherwiſe it would have been 
unavoidably confounded with H, the Plural of N: 
for dN and dN would have been ſo alike, that 
they could not have been known aſunder. In the 
Inſtances produced above the 7 looks as immutable 
as it does in d, and I ſhould be glad to know 
what Diſtinction can be laid down, which will take 
in the one and leave out the other. en 
The Doctor ſtrengthens his Reaſoning about d, 
by ſaying that * in all the Inſtances where it occurs 
eas a Verb undoubtedly, the I is wanting.“ p. 10. 
This ſounds more than it is; for there is but one 
Inſtance where NN occurs as a Verb, undoubtedly ; 
nay the Doctor himſelf even doubts of that. He 
produces the Places, p. 15- where dyn has been 
thought to occur as a Verb. | | 
« 45g Joel i. 8. m] Jud. xvii. 2. 98! 1 Sam. 
xiv. 24. WNT? 1 Kings viii. 31. As to the firſt 
of theſe all are agreed, that N, is lament ; but it 
may not be a Verb, but Nown here. n»na95 MR there 
Hall be Lamentation like that of a Virgin's, &c, the 
Verb Subſtantive is generally underſtood in Hebrew. 
It cannot be derived from 198 for a Reaſon given 
by the Doctor at the Bottom of this Page, that if it 
be from thence, it is in the Imperative Mood and Fr. 
minine Gender. I may add too, and in the Singular 
Number, The Prophet doth not addreſs the Virgin, 
lament, OVirgin ; but ſpeaks to all the Inhabitants of 
the Land, whom he calls Drunkards ; and bids them 
weep and bowl, both Verbs in the plural Number; 
rus. ach. 22 the Feminine es 
an 
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and /ingula? Number? This learned Gentlemanſeems i 
do have thought it was the Virgin that was bid to la- 
ment. Why may not N be formed like mM and 
e from the Sounds People make in lamenting, cry- 
ing or ſighing ? MN in Sound comes very near our 
alas] and is the ſame Senſe. N, ha! W me! put 
together, may be a Word for Woe'or Lamentation; 
and the three Letters as much radical as in the two 
Words, for Foe, above. Joel i. 3. Acale ye Drunti- 
ard and wee and botol—4 Nation is come up upon 
my Land —v. 8. There is Lumentation like a Virgin's | 
girded with Sack-cloth. This will make Grammar of 
it, which Dr. Sharp's Conſtruction doth not. I have 
the Uſage of m and N, the natural Sounds on ſuch 
Occaſions; as well as the natural Sound of & bs ! | 
with the uſual Addition of 0 ns to it, to ſupport 
my Conſtruction. So e is regeminating this 
Sound, which we cannot help making in drawing 
up the Breath in a Fright or Concern. I ſhall ſer 
aide r then as a Verb from M58; becauſe Nature, 
GNmmar, and the Context are on my Side. 
Nr. . has remarked that h being once 
thus writ, is no Proof that it comes from dN; the 
Very tiue, for it may poſſibly come from ſome 
4 ther Root, not no extant in the Hebrew Tongue. 
Be it however remembered that this may be the 
* Caſe of cr and ch as well as of tg - 
A little too quick, Ichink becauſe Mr. Hz 
det not allow / it has no Root in the Hebrew Tongue, 
but only thay it is not proved that v is that Noot; 
and the Doctor may now ſre that if he have no 
Noot in the Hebrew Tongue, it has a Root in Na- 
ture. But neither is che Doctor's Reply of any Ser- 
vice to him; for the Root of 9758 can be no otber 
than c, whether uſed or not in the Bible; chere 
being no other three Letters you can poſſibly de- 
rive it from but theſe chree: for there is W 
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by which you can inſert an N as it is here. I have 
Dr. Sharp's own Authority for this, p. 9. | 
be derived from ſome perfect Verb in which the N never 
changes or is loft,” theretoreit muſt come from MIR. 

The Note p. 15. lays, - 

% Had Mr. H——z bows killed'i in Arabic; he 
« probably might —_ told us, whence it, (28) 
« came. & OR 13% 
He might have told us s whenee the Arabic poſtibly 
came, for it might come from the Hebrew, but the 
Hebrew could not come from the Arabic. And I 
beg leave to tell the Doctor that Mr. H did 
underſtand Arabic; and has given ſo good an Ac- 
count of it, that his Arabian Friend, did not dare 
to undertake the Defence of it, and ſhould now ac- 


cording to all common Rules, er citing | it in 


Evidenee till he has Gone ſo. 

The Doctor goes on, 

„I learn f an cb ſkilled i in cbt e 
that Wer Fx now-loſt in Hebrew, are yet ex- 
„tant, in the Arabic, gemuit, exclamavit me do- 
ert, whence h HN, bei mibi.”* 

What is the meaning of now loſt in Hebrew ? He- 
ale not now a living Language. If it means 
not now''to be found in the' Bible; 1 ſay it is now to 
be found in Hebrew as much as ever it was ; for 
ſuppoſing )x the Root; we have it in h or 195K 3 
it is not loſt becauſe it has the affix Jod to it, 
ſurely. But the Point about h as a Verb derived 
from MIN, is entirely given up by fetching it from 
the Arabic N ; for if it come the Arabic e, 
it is not from the Hebrew MON, and ſo the Arabic 
Note is in direct Contradiction to the Reaſoning 
in the Book itſelf. This comes of borrowing Help 
from one who looks a different Way from us. The 
Mabometen doth not defire to have the Bible ex- 
plained; he can dream of no Perfection but in the 
Alcoran; how was it * for Prophets to 
den 2 
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* | r 
ſo correct as a Brace of apoſtate Jews, an apoſtate 
Chriſtian, and an illiterate Arab. But to proceed, 
c  WRRE 
- „The next Paſſage, and it is the only one in all 
ce the Bible, where NIX is uſed in Kal Præt. is y 
e 231 D411, 
Now I think that 79x. here is Hiphil, becauſe A. 
chab's Mother had no Right to denounce.g Curſe or 
Bann, but could according to the Law, in Caſe of a 
Robbery, go to the high Prieſt, and have it pro- 
nounced by him: and the; Jod, in the third Order, 
as appears by the Grammars and Uſage, is the Sign 
of Hipbil. This doth not much ſignify, hut it can- 
not conſiſtently with the Context be gjulaſti, becauſe 
it appears by the Context, that what is implied to 
have been done under the Verb rh was the Cauſe 
E that her Son reſtored the Money. The Silver that 
k was taken from thee, about whichthou rh, and alſo 
þ Hake in my Bars, behold the Silver, is with me, I took 
: it. This looks ſtrongly, as if he had reſtored. it to 
i his Mother, becauſe of her Concern expreſſed pri- 
; vately in his Ears, as to a Perſon ſhe could vent her 
_ Grief to moſt naturally, and the cio Curſe.publick] 
| pronounced upon all who. were Parties in the The 
or knew of it, and did not. diſcover it; in which 
Caſe, it is preſumed the Party that made a Diſcovery, 
tho? guilty, was to be pardoned. So ſhe ſays to her 
b Son, on his Confeſſion, and .xeſtoring the Money, 
; Bleſſed be thou my Son ef Jebovab, and;nat,curicd ac- 
cording to the Execration, I — the N 
not retract the Approbation he is pleaſed to give 
this CoaſtruGtion, of T7198. p. 17. 1 appears — 
natural; Even one of Mr. II n's Friends ren- 
ders it by, 2 h execratedf, or adjuredſt me.” He 
does ſo, and if, he did not ſpeak full enough there, 
will enlarge here, and ſhew that to execrate and ad- 
jure, were the ſame Thing, for I ſhall have Occa- 
lion preſently to enquire into the ſtrict Meaning of 
0 1 F N, 
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ox, becauſe ſome ſeem to have a confuſed Idea of 
what was meant by it: at leaft not clearly to ap- 
prehend what an Oath or Adjuration was. 
The next Inſtance, ſuppoſed to be, of the Word 
to be examined, is 1 Sam. xiv. 24. Saul, Ox ad- 
jured the People, p. 18. 9 
The Doctor ſeems as ready to give up this as 
he was the laſt, as coming from another Root. 
«© Pagninus, and ſome of the beſt Lexicogra- 
60 eg cite this very Paſſage under the Root 
40 | | | 95} 4 


ger | | 
Marius, among others, does fo; and T am very 
inclineable to think they are in the right of it; only 
I fanſy, upon Examination, it will be found, that 
5&1 is the Root, and not N, which may be de- 
derived from N, but not vice verſa, Mr. CO 
took the Word, in the Paſſage above, as our Tranſ- 
lators had, it not having been conteſted by any body, 
and was in the right of it; and the Doctor has a 
Right to object, and diſpute it if he pleaſes; and 
we muſt either give it up or defend it, and this is 
the Claim we make, a Liberty of conteſting this 
or that Aſſertion of any Writer, but an inſpired 
one; and to object their Authority to us when we 
do fo, is, I apprehend, abuſing thoſe many great 
Men who have wrote on the Scriptures, who had 
too much Senſe to deſire that Authority ſhould paſs 
for Argument. Their Judgements were better than 
ours, than mine, I am fure, and I am forry for it. 
Their Labours we envy them; their Memories 
we revere; but their Authority, when fet up as 
a Bugbear, we deſpiſe. It is fair to argue upon a 
generally allowed Conſtruction of a Word, till that 
Conſtruction is conteſted; and then, the Reaſons 
it is conteſted upon are to be examined, and here 
the mere Opinion of another will never be urged, 
but by thoſe who think * weighty enough 
r + 4 * 2 1 n art to 
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to have their own Jpſe dixit paſs ; or, are too weak 
to defend, and yet too obſtinate to yield. 

This Inſtance of as a V erb from V is one of my 
Inſtances, as the Doctor obſerves, in the Examiner Ex- 
amined, and Idid, as Mr. C-—did, took it as I found 
it. I hope that is no Fault. But why cannot J, as p. 19. 

On this occaſion aſſure myſelf, that I have even 
e two Paſſages to produce for the Interpretation 
« of the Verb H ?? . 

I ſhould not care indeed if there was not one; 
for I will bring near forty for the Interpretation of 
the Noun Subſtantive feminine h; and twiſt that 
to the Conſtruction of the Verb, and Noun Sub- 
ſtantive maſculine (to ſpeak like a ſanguine Huthin- 
fenian) in ſpight of all Efforts to the contrary. But 
is there any particular Defect in the Author of the 
Examiner Examined, that he cannot aſſure himſelf, of 
what there is no doubt to be made o/, as at the mid- 
dle of the Page the Doctor allows there is not, 
that 58% in the Text above, ſignifies he adjured ? 
If he is to blame in making himſelf ſure, when he 
ought to doubt; I beg leave to make myſelf ſure, 
of what there is no doubt to be made of. 7 0 

But why is there no doubt to be made from the 
Context, that the Senſe is, Saul adjured the People? 
Pagninus, and ſome of the beſt Lexicographers, did 
doubt of it. The Tranſlators, it is true, ſo render 
it. But let us ſee how it would run, if 58 were 


conſtrued as from the other Root, to at as reſolutely 


bent upon a thing, headily, high, and others ſay, 
fooliſhly, madiy.—Ver. 24. The Pecple was diſtreſſed 
that Day, for Saul tg» bad afttd raſbiy, fooliſhly, 
with the People, ſaying, Curſed be every one that 
eateth Bread till the Evening. A fooliſh and raſh 
Action no doubt it was; and in which; in all Pro- 
bability, Saul acted of his own Head, and againſt 
the.Conſent of the People; and as ſuch, the Text 
ſeems to mention it, and which the Context ſeems 

7 to 
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and to cauſe him to fear, or, for his Oath, i. e. an 
Oath to him, the Effect, and Force or Virtue of an 
Oath, is juſt the ſame Thing. 18 


2354 


3 to ſupport. Ver. 29. Then. ſaid Fonathan, my Fa- a 
ber bas troubled the Land, and aſcribes their loſing 


the Fruits of his Victoy, to this rafh Curſe denoun- 
ced on the People. I dare ſay, had the Tranſla- 


J cors given us only this Senſe of the Word here, it 


would never have been called in queſtion. If the 
LXX had not thought it might have been taken in 
this Senſe, why did they inſert nyvonow. apron A — 
an? And they ſay, right afterwards, that Saul ad- 


Jured the People, becaule, ſaying, curſed be, &c. was 
an Adjuration, the agalas indeed of the LXX ſtands 


in the Place of 58? according to the Order of the 


Words, but then there is nothing to anſwer the Er- 


ror or Folly they charge him with; and they ſeem: 
to have been dupious which Senſe to prefer, and ſo 


retained both. And now to return the Compliment . 
made me by the Doctor, he cannot on this Occaſion 
aſſure himſelf, even of what there is no doubt ta be made 
of ; for the Context, as well as the beſt Lexicographers, 
nay the LXX too, ſeem to render it very probable, 
that Y is not adjured, in this, Place; and the en- 
tire dropping of the d, helps to confirm it. I 
not ſo much enquiring into the ſtrict Meaning of 
the Words, as what Roots they belong to; and what 
Part of Speech they are of. 


4 » 


The next Inſtance, and the laſt the Doctor will | 


allow to be of the Verb from d, is 1 Kings viii. 3 1. 
oN. Here I put in my non placet ; and ſay that 
this may as well be called a Noun, as a Verb in the 
Iuinitive. It has juſt the ſame Letters as the Noun ;. 


There are two Paſſages in Hof. iv. 2. and x. Fa of | 


which the Doctor ſays it may juſtly be doubted whe- 

ther they be Verbs; there ſcems to me no Doubt of 

their being Nouns. - Particularly, iv. 2. there is no- 

ching to anſwer the Verbs en preceding Words 
eg + 


are 
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are not Nouns. Our Engliſh puts in by, but there 
is nothing in the Text for it; leave the Prepaſitiunn 
i by, out, and it muſt either be, Swearing (or Curling, 
i 1. e. prophane Curling) Lying, &c. multiply, or, 
the Curſer, Lyar, Murderer, Thief, and Adulterer, 
| are multiplied. The latter is perhaps the moſt gram- 
| matical Conſtruction, but the Senſe the fame either 
ö Way; and either Way, dh is a Noun, and not a 

Verb here. But then the Doctor has been for ſeve- 
ral Pages undermining his own Argument be- 
fore; betraying the Foundation of that eſſential 
Difference contended for betwixt dh and nx, | 
which depended upon this Aſſertion, (turn back to 
p. 10.) that | 8 
d is formed like 753 and other Verbs, which 
« have the murable N and in all the Inſtances where 
« it occurs as a Verb undoubtediy, the N is wanting.“ 
Now there is but one the Doctor will allow to be 
undoubtedly from N, and that one I conteſt z and 
put in my Exception to, as at leaſt a neutral Word. 
So that it NN does never undoubtedly occur as a 
Verb, or but once, the Argument is extremely weak- 
ened. And calling it 2% the Inſtances, when there 
is but one, muſt be allowed to be talking at large, 
and oo much like the H—ns. g 
I am very ſenſible that this Conceſſion, of there 
being but one certain Inſtance of N as a Verb was 
not deſigned for the Benefit of the M-. And am 
apt to think the Doctor had forgot (for aliquando 
bonus dormitat Homerus) that it betrayed his grand 
 efſential Difference, which the Merits of the Cauſe, 
as one main Hinge, was ſuppoſed to turn upon. How- 
ever I will be as fair as poſſible, and make all the Con- 
coeſſions that can be defired. Iwill allow the Doctor, 
when he is contending for an eſſential Difference, 
betwixt the j in the Verbs Ni and N, becauſe in all 
the Inſtances te here dh occurs as a Verb undoubtedly, the 
Ni waming, that there are Inftances enow to juſtify 


. % F „% 2 9 


[ 25] 

the Expreſſion, though there are not; I will allow 
this, becauſe the Argument is loſt, if there be not. 
On the other Hand, when he is diſproving our 
Senſe of MN as a Verb, I will allow him, in Con- 
tradition to the other Pofition, that there are no 
ſuch Inſtances where it undoubtedly occurs as aVerb, 
To this firſt Caſe, it is ſaid, firſt, That MW is not 
deflected as Naa is. Suppoſe ſo. 2dly, That œν] ⁰]N 
retaining the N in the plural Maſculine, ought to 
come from a Verb, that retains its N in all the In- 
ſtances where it occurs as a Verb, as Nan, whence 
rig] is derived, does. But it does not follow 
that the Verbs muſt be deflected alike becauſe the 
Nouns are; it appearing by many Inſtances that 
the Verbs retain or change, and ſometimes drop the. 
Nat Pleaſure; and that in the ſame Deflections. 
We have a ſhrewd Suſpicion that the immutable 
N in Na) itfelf has done ſo. And an undoubted 
Inſtance of it in 7713 3 which ſhews that there is no 
Rule to be built on this Obſervation, that Roots 
ending in N, which retain that Letter in one De- 
flection muſt do ſo in all; nor ſufficient Ground 
to argue backwards, that Zn2Q4 and dor muſt 
be deflected alike as Verbs, ſince 153 which deflects 
like 713, as a Verb, does notwithſtanding drop or 
change its Ni, as a Noun; and as DN does in the 
Feminine, though not in the Maſculine. N 
To the ſecond Caſe, it is ſaid, we have no Paſ- 
ſages to produce for the Interpretation of the Verb 
TMR, and conſequently have not the Root in He- 
brew, i. e. in the Bible. I anſwer, we have the 
Meaning of the Word; and I ſhould be glad to 
know what is the Root, but the radical Letters; 
thoſe we have, ſince the Noun and Verb Præter 
have the ſame Letters. W 

On the Diſtinction above, betwixt a mutablè and 
immutable N in Hebrew is conteſted, —_— the 
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Derivation of 198 from the Hebrew Verb chm, f 


16. and 36. | 1 | 
<« 71158 departs from the common Rules of In- 


« fleCtion, according to which it ought to be WN 


„ p. 36. By what Rules of Inflection the Parti- 
« ciple Paſſive of De, with its mutable N - ſhould 


ebe ox (the Participle paſſive of an d, whoſe ; 


« is unchangeable) rather than, nh as was be- 


« fore obſerved, he bath not ſhewn ; as might have 


<< been expected in a Caſe /o /ingular.” 


This if true to the Ear, is not ſo to the Mind ; ä 


* 
* 


1 4 
= 
2 
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for if Mr. C-— had not ſhewn it, another in this 


Diſpute hath. Mr. Bedford objected, as the Dotor. 


does, that 19 was mappicked, or an immu- 


table J, and therefore that 7124 would not juſtify. 4 
Thx from dog the Verb in Hebrew. Mr, C— 


gave another Inſtance in My; to theſe I added, 
Examiner Examined, p. 74. yt, w, and Ng to 


which you may add rhν and M7, which I believe 
are as many Inſtances as there are for 9. And as 


theſe are derived from Verbs which have what he 
calls the mutable N, they are directly the Caſe in 


Point, wiz. the regular Infleftion f the Parti- 


ciple paſſroe of an NN with its mutable N. Could 


the Doctor help ſeeing theſe Inſtances ? Why then 


ſhould he fay, That Mr. C—— had not ſhewn it as 
in a Caſe ſo fingular might have been expected. The 
Doctor, who promiſed not to repeat any old Ob- 
jection but what he would ſet a new Face upon; or 
reinforce with additional Weight; or becauſe it had 
not been yet replied to; or not ſatisfactorily an- 
ſwered, repeats this juſt as it ſtood before. If the 
Doctor ſays the Anſwer is not ſatisfactory to him, 
it would be proper to tell his Reader why he ought 


not to have ſaid, that no Reply hath been made; 


and I am apt to think this was put in by ſome 


Hand not fo converſant in this Controverſy, as the 
| nt To 


2 
— 
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-- Door appears to be. And I muſt beg Leave to 
ay, the Doctor is miſtaken, when he ſays, p. 37. 
44 If I miſtake not, there is no Inſtance to be 
met with of the Participle Pabul.“ I ſuppoſe 
he means paſſve, as we ſay MIR is, | 


« Of any irregular Verb ending in H, in which 
« ſajd Participle the FT is final.“ — 

Becauſe we had produced as many Inſtances, if I 
miſtake not, on one Side, as he can produce on 
the other. And I am apt to imagine the learned 
Gentleman took up this. Objection too much on 
truſt from the Grammars, as Mr. Bedford had'done 
before him; but do not think, he deſignedly over- 
looked the Anſwer we had given it; but if I may 
preſume ſo far, it ſhould be to deſire him to look 
it over now with a little more Care and Attention. 


2 What dyn means conſidered. 
The other main Point is the Senſe of dye, which 
I need not ſpend many Words in enquiring in- 
to, and which whoever has a clear Notion of, 


will not think the other Part worth giving himſelf 


much Trouble about. ., | 
Mr. H——# and C— ſay, that by Aleim are 
to be underſtood, Perſons who bave ſworn 10 4 Co- 
venant by laying themſetues under a conditional Exe- 
cration. Dr. Sharp contends that d is properly 
to adjure or impoſe an Oath, which he propoſes - 
* As an equally conſiſtent Senſe with Mr. C—'s, 
that may be put upon the Word in all the Places 
© to which he refers for his Interpretation, and in 
all others where the Word occurs in Scripture, 
* p. 12. and p. 35. in about thirty of thoſe (viz. 
e forty Places it occurs in) it ſignifies ſimply -a 
* Curſe, or the Penalty of an Oath, and cannot 
6 conſiſtently with Senſe be . tranſlated Oath, in- 
« ſtead of Curſe.” . | | 


& 
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I am content to take ſuch Weapons as the Doc- 8 
tor is pleaſed to allo me, and will grant him 
that N is a Curſe or Penalty * an Oath, 1 will x 


alfo, that 


ie It may be underſtobd, und in ſome Texts wy il 
« be ed, in the Senſe of Adjuration, whete- 
« by one binds "another" to the Parfortianec of 8 


4e Thing by the Sanction of an Oath.* 


Penalty of an Oath. 


"The Doctor will think ie an Advantage t 0 his A 


Cauſe, when it is granted that MX is fimply a Curſe, 


and has no other Signification, becauſe he fays, 1 


P. 22. 


© Senfes not the ſame.“ 


9 may perhaps think, that ſwearing, or "rak- 4 


ing and giving an Oath, and execrating, are diffe- 


rent things, and not to be expreſſed by the ſame 


Word. That Alab in many Places does ſignify a 


what they meant by this Word; and in what 
manner they took and gave an Oath ; and bound 


themſelves to each other for the Performance of a | 
Covenant or Contract. The firſt I ſhall produce is | 


that ſolemn Ratification of the Law, mentioned 
Deut. xxvii. 12, and referred to in many other 
Places. Theſe ſhall Hand upon Mount Gerizim to 
e. And theſe ſhall ſtand upon Mount Ebal to 


curſe. And ſhall ſay with a loud Voice, Curſed be 
he that confirmeth not all the Words of this Law to 
do them, and all the People ſhall ſay Amen. This 
is referred to Jer. xi. 3. Thus ſaith the Lord God, 
Curſed be the Man that obeyeth not the Words of this 
Covenant, which I commanded your Fathers.—Then 


5 anſwered 


Meaning by SancTion, = Curſe which is the 3 


«© It occurs indeed often as a Noun, and in 4 


Curſe, is not to be diſputed ; nor is it denied“ This 
then I lay down as the ſole Senſe of Aab, a Bann, 
Curſe, Execration, or Malediction. 1 muſt refer 
to a Paſſage or two in Scripture, which explain 
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3 „ {G03}; . 
RR orfwered I and. ſaid, Amen, O Lord. Here I ob- 
ſerve 1, That to curſe, was not to inflict the Curſe, 
nor to wiſh it, only pronounce, or threaten it con- 
if: ditionally; and yet to curſe is proper and expreſſive, 
And the Perſon who pronounced the Curſe, muſt 
ve an Execrator, or Pronouncer of the Curſe, 
= 2dly, That ſaying; curſed be be tha. —ſo and fo, 
vas what they meant by the, Word Aab.  gdly, 
That pronouncing thoſe Words, curſed be be, Sc. 
and anſwering. Amen, was. the Method of confirm- 
ing or ratifying their Covenants, or binding to the 
Performance of them. It was the Method of ad - 
miniſtring an Oath; and the Perſon it was | 
nounced to, was adjured by it, and took his Oath, 
and came into the Curſe, as it is called, by ſaying 


Annen, to the Execration or Curſe. ba, 
oh I muſt deſire the Reader to to attend theſe ſeveral 


Particulars z for though they are very obvious, and 
IF 1 believe will fcarce be called into queſtion, yet they 
have not been ſufficiently attended to, 3 
That Curling, or pronouncing a Curſe, meant no 
ill Will, Malice, or was deemed harſh or ill Lan- 
guage, is plain from the Solemnity of the Thing; 
the great Importance of it; from its being the Come 
mand of God; and performed by Moſes, the High- 
Prieſt, and chief Magiſtrates, in a full Aſſembly of 
the People; and as a ſolemn Profeſſion of their 
Faith; and Invocation of the Favour and Bleſſing 
of God upon them. Deut. xxix. 9. et ſeq. Keep 
therefore the Words ofthis Covenant, and do them, that 
ye. may proſper in all that ye do. Ye ſtand this Day, 
all of you before the Lord your God,—that thou ſbouidſt 
enter into Covenant with the Lord thy God, and into 
his Execration, which the Lord thy God maketh with 
thee this Day; that he may eſtabliſh thee to Day for 4 
People unto bimſelf—neither with you only do I make 
this Covenant, and this Execration,-but alſo with 
bim that is not here this Day. It appears here > 
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The ſaying or ſolemnly pronouncing, curse 


Curſe; that he ſhall 3/eſs- bimſelf, in his Heart, ſay- 


ref 9) all the Curſe written in this Book ſball lie 


nounci a 
Amen, and this is called the 198 Curſe; thoſe who. | 
conſented. to the Curſe, were bound by, ſubject or 
obnoxious to it, canditionaliy; but ſtill, and I ſhall 
repeat it, de is no more than the Curſe: tho? the 
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30 
Gad did engage himſelf as a Party in the Covenant 
with his People, and to perform his Part under an 
Aab, we muſt therefore ſeparate from the Word 
Aab, (Execration or Curſe,) and ſo from the Word 
Aleim, (Execrators or Curſers) that Harfhneſs or 


offenſive Part of the Idea, the Word Curſing, or 
Curſers gives to the Engliſh Ear, when we uſe the 
Words as Tranſlations of Aleim, as a Name of 
Moſes and the other chief Magiſtrates who pro- 
nounced this Curſe; or of God, in whoſe Name 
and Stead it was pronounced, and ſo were the 
Curſers; or for the Action performed, the Curſe 
pronounced. 1h 2) Std ks 4 | #11 2 
ed be 


2 _ 


* 


be that confirmeth not all: theſe Words to do them, is 
called the Alab many Times, Deut. xxix. 19. 4 
it come to paſs when be beareth the Words of this Alab, 


ing, I ſhall have Peace, tho? I walk in the Imagina- 
tion of my Heart —the Lord will not ſpare bim, and 


upon him. Daniel, and other Prophets aſcribe: their 
Captivity to their not fearing this Curſe, Ch. ix. 11. 
Therefore RT the Curſe is poured: upon us, and 
warn, that is Written in the Law of Moſes. 80 1 


that ſaying, curſed be, was an Alab, or bringing theſe | 
to, or over, whom it was pronounced, under an 


Execration. And dh ſignifies imply à Curſe or q 
Execration. The Word is applied to, or ſtands any 
for a Curſe. There was no more done | 
thoſe Words, curſed be, and anſwering 


pronouncing the Curſe, and conſenting to it, Was 


adminiſtring an Oath on one Hand, and taking it 


on the other. 5 a * 
CY et 


371 

Let me keep the Reader's Eye a little longer 
the! Meaning of , an Execration ; that > 
may be no Doubt, that adminiſtring and taking an 
X Oath, and ratifying Covenants,” were performed by, 

on one Hand pronouncing a Curſe, and on the other 
conſenting to it. So that in ſtrict Propriety Alab is 
only a Curſe, and yet intelligibly deſcribes an Oath 

whether given of n, or Covenant mam ſworn 


We {0 

Gen. xxiv. Aura bam made the head et of 
his Houſe tv ſwear by the Lord, the God of Hea- 
ven, but the Form, or Words ſpoken on either'Side 
are not mentioned; only the Ceremony of putting 
his Hand under Abrabam's Thigh; and the Oath 
taken is v. 41. twice called an Alab, an Execration. 
If according to the Form above, and another or two 
to be mentioned below, Abrabam ſaid, curſed of Je- 
hovah be thou if thou obeyeſt not my Voice in taking a 
1, ife for my Son, of my Kindred, it is properly expreſſed 

v. 41. thou alt be clear from this my Curſe, when 
thou comeſt- to my Kindred, and they will give not thee a 
Wife for bim, thou ſhalt be clear from this iy Curſe. 
And it runs much more naturally and intelligibly ſo. 
For if you tranſlate it Oath, it muſt n clear yon 
the Penalty of the Oath. | 

Gen. xxvi. 28. Abimelech ſays to Jas, let there 
be an Aab betwixt us, and let us make a Covenant 
with thee, if thou fhouldſt do us any burt; as we 
have done thee only good, and ſent thee away in Peace, 
now thou bleſſed of Jebovab. Take theſe Words 
NS and it is more natural to tranſlate it as the 
LXX do, fimply, a Curſe ;- for to ſay, let there be 
now an Oath betwixt us, if thou fhouldft do us any 
burt, is not altogether fo natural, as to ſay, Let 
there be now a Curſe ( — . us, if they 
Joouldft do us any burt. | 


Dr. Sbarp ſeems to wag" another Opinion, and 


fs Pp. 3 ns. 
* 5 | To 


1961 
& To interpret Joys (the LXX Word for ö) 
« Gmply, of @ Curie between them, would be moſt | 
«© unnatural.” x 
But the learned Gentleman doth not form: to have I 
particularly conſidered what a Curſe was; for tho 
the pronouncing a Curſe in the Manner they were 
wont to do on theſe Occaſions, implied, they. look- 
ed on themſelves as bound by it, or Subject to it in 


caſe of © Contempt; yet the /imple Word does ſignify 


nothing but Smply a Curſe or, though it may be 
unnatural to ſuppoſe, they had; no Deſign in pro- 
nouncing a Curſe betwixt themſelves; yet it is not un- 
natural to interpret «pz imply of a Curie. And had 
the Doctor attended to his own Quotation from Lud. 


* Dieu, who had no Turn to ſeryę q his Remark, FE 
he poſſibly would not have calle ot unnatural g 


to interpret apa, or dhe here ſimply, of a Curſe, 
Aicebit intelligere, ſays that good Critick, pro more 
i execrationis formulam. It we may gather from 
hence the Form of Execration, then the Word muſt 
ſimply mean Execration, and the Poor had not 
collected the true Idea of the Word, as plain as this 
good Critick makes it. But neither he nor any Man 
105 deſerves to be called a good Critick, — render- 
Ta Maledictus, in JOB or any other Place of the 
Bible. To bleſs and to curſe are Ideas tos oppoſite 
to be annexed to the ſame Word by ther Spirit of 
Wiſdom; and a Writing capable. of ſuch oppoſite 
Conſtructions can never deſerve the Title af Oracles 
of God. I have occaſionally conſtrued every Paſſage 
where ſome had ſo miſtaken the Word, and am 
convinced in myſelf that IJ have not left much room 
to diſpute them, and ſay ſo, tho* I am told, that 
every true and modeſt Writer 1s 4 ſanguine than 10 
think what he ſays to be right. It is a Poſition of 
Mr. H 's, that every Root in #Hebrew has 
but one Meaning or Idea belonging to it, in which 
it interferes with no other, or that no one Word has 
tWO 
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two Meanings; nor any two Words the ſame 
Meaning. If this be made out, the Perfection 
and Certainty of the Hebrew will ſet its Value fo high, 
that a Man of the leaſt Gall would be apt to look on 
the Perſon, who ſhould attempt to rob him of ſo 


invaluable a Jewel, in the Light our Lord did St. 


Peter, when he called him Satan, though he were as 
high in the Church as that Apoſtle was. Mr. H— 
has ſhewn the Truth of his Poſition in ſo many In- 
ſtances, that it leaves little doubt, but it holds in 
all. But to go on with Aab, 

Lev. v. 1. If a Perſon ſhall fin, and the Voice of 
DN, tbe Curſe, or Pronouncer of a Curſe, be heard, 
then he that was a Witneſs, or ſaw or knew, if he 
do not declare, fhall bear his Iniquity. So that an 
Adjuration or Smecration is the Re thing. This 
appears alſo fra 1 Kings viii. 31. and Prov. xxix. 
24. Which ſpeak of the Curſe pronounced by the 
High- Prieſt, in order to diſcover the Truth. V 
any Man treſpaſs againſt his Neighbour, and a Curſe 
be laid upon him, to bring him under @ Curſe, and 
the dye, (one would think. it meant the Perſon who 
pronounced the Curſe rather than) the Curſe, come be- 
fore thine Altar, in this Houſe, then hear thou in 
Heaven, and do and judge thy Servants. By which 
it ſeems the High-Prieft was to have an Anſwer 
from the Oracle, in caſe the Curſe did not bring 
out the Truth. - 8 

Numb. v. 21. In the Trial of Jealouſy, the Prieſt 
ſhall ſtwear the Woman by the Oath 778M of the 
Execration ; that is, ſhall pronounce over her as it 
follows, the Lord make thee à Curſe, ſo that here al- 
ſo, curſed be thou of the Lord, or, the Lord make 
thee a Curſe, is what we call adminiſtring an Oath 


and 


N' is applied to lifting 23 
Tongue, c. and ſo ma — if a Curſe be pronounced. 
on him, or /oken over him. 
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and the Party, as the Woman | here, gave Ce 


or took an Oath, by anſwering, Amen, Amen. 


1 Sam. xiv. 24. Saul pronounces over all the Peo- 
ple, Curſed be be that eateth Bread till the Evening. 
And'itis ſaid, ver. 26. the People feared the Oath, 
but Saul only ſaid, Curſed be be that eateth.- | 

It appears plainly from all theſe Paſſages, that 

curfi ing, that is ſaying, Curſed be, was the Form of 
giving and taking an Oath, and of confirming their 
Covenants, and tranſlating it by Adjuration, Swear- 
ing, or the like, clouds the Senſe, and loſes the 

gader a clear Idea of the Matter. 
wo Obſervations more may be made FAIR the 


Paſſages we have been conſidering, pertinent to 


the Subject of our Diſpute. 1ſt, That he who 
pronounced the Curſe, might include himſelf in it, 
though he ſpoke in general Terms. 2dly, That 
the pronouncing a Curſe, was an Act of too great 
Weight and Conſequence, to be entruſted in all 
Hands. It was a Branch of Power that could not 
properly belong to any, but who was inveſted with 
Authority, and bore the Sword of God. The 
High-Prieft had this Power, becauſe he could vindi- 
cate the Dignity of it by applying to the Oracle, 
though he had not the Power as Kings have, of 
Life "and Death. Interiors could not pronounce or 
execute a Curſe on their Superiors; we find all along 
that they are Kings, or the chief Magiſtrate who exer- 
ciſe this Authority. And I think we have no In- 
ſtance to the contrary, unleſs perhaps in a Caſe of 
Neceſſity, or its abuſe by wicked People, who 
are charged with it in the Pſalms, and by the Pro- 
phet Haſea. Saul pronounces it on his Subjects, 
the High- Prieſt on Parties accuſed, and does it as 
the immediate Mouth of God. Abimelech, as a 
Sovereign Prince, pronounces one betwixt himſelf 
and, = and 1/aae; as God's Prince, 'n. 
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Pero, pronounced the Curſe likewiſe. But it 
does not appear that they pronouced it on each 
other, but betwixt them, as if each had ſaid, Curſed 
= be he that keepeth not the Words of this Covenant, 
and ſo each included himſelf ; be that as it will, each 


had a Right and Authority to pronounce. a Curſe. 
When God confirmed his Covenant with his Peo- 


ple, by the Mouth of Moſes and the Levites, Deut. 


xxvii. cited above, the Words are general. Curſed 
be he that conſirmeth not all the Words of this La- 
to do them: Here Moſes and the Levites who pro- 
nounced the Curſe, were as much included, as the 
People they ſpoke to; as much under the Male- - 
diction, as they. The Emperor only has Power 
to denounce the Bann of the Empire, and yet com- 
miſſions others to. proclaim it. So in the laſt In- 
ſtance, God only can denounce the Curſe, but de- 
legates the proclaiming of it to Moſes ; and Maſes 


orders the Levites to do it, or joins them with 


himſelf, that there might be Mouths enow to 
proclaim it in the Ears of all the People; but it was 
the Bann of Jehovah, not theirs. And if Inferiors 
have not a power over their Superiors, | the Su- 
periors mult pronounce the Curſe for themſelves, | 
or ſpeak in ſuch. general Terms, as include them- 
ſelves. So Saul ſpoke in general Terms, curſed be 
he that eateth Bread, and was as much involved in 
the Curſe, as much included under the Male- 
diction, as the People were; there was no Excep- 
tion made. Ezek. xvii. 13. The King . of Babylon 
bas taken of the King's Seed, and made a Covenant. 
with him, and brought him od into an Exccra- 
tion. The Conqueror pronouncęs the Curſe, but 
includes himſelf. It is to ratify a Covenant be- 
tween them; that Zedekzab ſhould ſubmit to him, 
and then that he would ſupport 6 
1 


So the Sons of Heth acknowledged Abraham to be ; and ſo 
he and 1/aac were, as being — great Firſt - born. 
4 
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Judab whillt he did ſo. Ver. 14. For the Kingdom 
10 be Nd; ſubjett ; not to lift up itſelf, viz, in 
Rebellion againſt him, the next Article was, to keep 
his Covenant, Wy? te ſupport it, viz. the King- 
dom, or that he might ſupport it. Here are Con- 
ditions on both ſides, Submiſſion on one, and Pro- 
tection promiſed on the other. And the King of 
Babylon bringing Zedekiah into an Execration, no 
doubt, was ſolemnſy ſaying as on other Occa- 
ſions, Curſed be he that confirme!h not theſe Words 
to do them. And this is called the King of Baby- 
lon's Execration, by God, ver. 16, becauſe he pro- 
nounced. it. God ſays of the ſame King of Judah, 
ver. 19. Surely my Curſe that be hath deſpiſed 
Even it will I recompenſe upon his own Head, This 
s ſpoken.of God's Curſe on the People in general, 
_ pronounced when they came out of Egypt. 
The 11th; Chapter of Jeremiah ſeems to put the 
Matter out of Diſpute, It is true that Abraham's 
Execration. is called his, becauſe he pronounced it, 
and laid an Obligation upon his Servant. The 
King of Babylon's may be called his for the fame 
Reaſon; but the Point aimed at by the Doctor, 
p. 28. is not at all reached by this Diſtinction; be- 
cauſe they who pronounced the Curſe, often i in- 
cluded themſelves, which mult be according to the 
Nature of the Occaſion they pronounced it upon. 

: The Paſſages, Deut. xxvii. and xxix. may hel 
to clear the Paſſages in Ezekiel, but want not thols | 
to clear them. They are ſufficiently clear of them- 
iy and if, ſufficiently attended to, will clear up 

a great . Number of others. It is of the Paſſages, 


Deut. xxix. the Doctor ſpeaks, p. 28, 9. 
% Now there is no more room to infer from 
hence, that God himſelf took an Oath at tbat 
<<, Time, than there was in the former Paſſage, 
6 where the King of Babylon's * was alſo 
66 "called God's N.“ ” 


But 


[37] ON 
But it ſhould-firſt have been ſhewn that the King 


of Babylon's Curſe was called God's, which by no 
means 13 Zedetiab had deſpiſed God's Alab, 


and the King of Bachlan's both; and was to ſuffer 
for both. So that I conceive, with Submiſſion, that 
theſe Paſſages, cited by Mr. C——, make as 
much for Jig Proof of Aim from Alab, in his 
Senſe and Expoſition of the Word, as he thought 
they did; it appearing that the King of Babylon 
was bound to the Performance of 'a Covenant with 
Zedekiah, under a conditionaf Malediction. And 
when Jehovah, the ever-bleſſed Perſons of the 
Trinity, deſcribed in Types, all their Counſel, 
the Myſtery of Chriſt, the eternal Purpoſe which 
he purpoſed in Chriſt Feſus our Lord, before the 
World began, when this was deſcribed by Moſes, to 
the Church of God, and he was in the Name, and 
on the Behalf of God, to ratify the whole by pro- 
nouncing with a loud Voice, — Curſed be be that 
obeyeth not the Words of this Covenant, God brought 
himſelf under the Aab he brought them, and by the 
ſame general Words. They were the Words of God 
which Moſes ſpake, and he ſpake them as his 
Words. And each Perſon of Jehovah had a Part 
to perform in the Law or Chriſtian Covenant: For 
the outward Law was but a Deſcription of the ſe- 
veral Particulars contained in the Plan of Redemp- 
tion. And every Perſon who had any Part to per- 
form, was bound by this Curſe to perform it ; each 
Perſon to his own peculiar diſtin& Part; all to their 
ſeveral Parts; and conſequently Jehovah to their 
reſpective Parts. The Words are general and ab- 
ſolute, and muſt include every Party in the Cove- 
nn d. no Gag. ee 
The Execration, thus ſolemnly denounced, muſt 
be, what it is ſo often called, God's Bann or Curſe: 
He only has Power to execute the dreadful Part of 
this Arreſt. But was this Oath taken, or to ſpeak 
8 D 3 more. 
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more intelligibly, was this Curſe denounced before 
the World? Or, Is this the firſt Time that God 
pronounced it? Not the firſt Time, for the Cove- 
nant and Alab with Arabam, was to the ſame 
Purport as this, nay, was the ſame Covenant as this 
with the Children of Mrabam: And that was the 
Goſpel which was preached unto Abrabam in theſe 
Words, 1 wil bleſs them that bleſs thee, and curſe him 
that curſeth thee, and in thee ſhall all the Families of 
the Earth be bleſſed. The Law or Chriſtian Cove- 
nant was made before the World: The Terms of 
it were ſettled, and the Method and Manner of 
Redemption planned out before Man fell. God 
purpoſed it before the World began. The Oath, or 
in the. Scripture Style, the denouncing a Curſe 
on every one who ſhould refuſe to confirm all the 
Words of the Law, and ſay, Amen, Amen to it, 
was the formal Part, or making it a Law, making 
the Act valid. And this Curſe muſt have been 
onounced when the Law was firſt made. The Per- 
1 of the Frinity, each for himſelf, ſays, Curſed 
be every one that confirmeth not all this Law. Not 
to bind themſclves to one another; but they bind 
Man to accept or ſuffer, and themſelves to grant, 
the terms propoſed, and. to bleſs thoſe who accept 
them; they who do accept being under no other 
Curſe than this. Each Party, God on one ſide, 
and Man on the other, muſt be mutually bound; 
i could in no Senſe elſe be called a Covenant. 
And if no Curſe had been pronounced by the Su- 
me in this Covenant, the Confirmation would 
have been wanting. It muſt be God wbo pro- 
nounces it, Man cannot bind God, but God can 
bind himſelf and Man, to the Performance of 
The Covenant of Grace between Jebovab Aleim 
was not, as we make Contracts with one another; 
either to lay themſelyes under an Obligation to 
e 09 | each 
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cack other, in virtue of ſuch Contract; nor was 
it a Bargain or Contract made with Man, that our 
Obligation to obſerve it fnould be conſidered as 
—_— our on Conſent, and joining in, or 


to it; but theſe great and merciful Per- 
— who foreſaw the Fall of Man, concerted  toge- 
ther the neceſſary Steps to be taken, to conquer 
his Enemy for him, and reſcue him out of his 
Hands, and agreed upon ſuch Meaſures as are moſt 
ſuitable to that Purpoſe, and beſt befitting their 
Glory, their Juſtice and Wiſdom. And conſider- 
ing Men as rebel Subjects, wavering in their Alle- 
giance, becauſe liable to be impoſed upon by the 
Treachery and Artifices of an l and under 
Apprehenſion of Miſchief from him and his Ad- 
herents, they ſwear to defend them againſt all his 
Attempts, and to revenge their Quarrel upon him; 
and ſolemnly bind themſelves to grant ſuch Terms, 
and receive into Mercy, any who after they had 
been deceived, ſhould return to their Duty; and 
confirm this gracious Promiſe by the moſt bern 
Tye poſſible; they pronounce thoſe Words which 
carry Terror with them, and yet are the ſtrongeſt 
Confirmation of our Hopes, curſed be Funny One 
confirmeth not all this Covenant. + 
To put a Caſe. There ae der Berfons; kike 
the Triumviri in Rome, who have an equal Share 
in the ſupreme Power, and an abſolute juſt Right 
to govern ſuch a City. © A Competitor ſets up 
againſt them, and draws the People into a Revoir. 
Theſe three have a ſufficient Power to deſtroy the 
rebel City, but would recover it to their Obedience, 
and chuſe to win their Hearts, rather than force 
their Perſons. They conſult together upon this 
great Emergency, and find it neceſſary to do ſo 
and ſo. They reſolve abcordingly, and /procced- 
ing to put this Purpoſe into Execution, fole 
proteſt that upon ſuch Terms only, 
dan 121 4 1 they 


e . 
they will forbear from Juſtice or Vengeance; they 
{wear then, when they agreed upon them, that no 
other ſhould be offered, but that theſe ſnould be 
accepted, and uſe ſuch a Form of Words, as binds 
them to offer or grant, and leaves their Subjects no 
Security but in accepting. When theſe Terms 
come to be propoſed, and any one of the Rebels 
accepts and teſtifies his Conſent. and Submiſſion, he 
is properly received into the Covenant, but not as 
a Party, or one who had any Share in making it; 
nor can the Covenant or Oath, as above, be in any 
View looked on, as a Contract binding theſe co- 
equal to each other, but to concern or refer to their 
Subjects only, ſo far as the Counſel, thus taken and 
confirmed, can be conſidered in the View of an 
Oath and Covenant. If in their Wiſdom it appear 
neceſſary, that one of themſelves ſhould lay afide 
the Dreſs and Character of a King, and go into 
the City in the Form of one of their Subjects, as an 
Herald to proclaim, or as an Agent to do, what 
was proper to be done, by joining in Perſon, to 
aſſiſt thoſe who were belt diſpoſed; ſuch a Conde» 
ſcenſion does not imply that he was not a Co- equal; 
nor ought he to be looked upon as not being co- 
equal, though he is acting this under Part, and 
appearing as if diveſted of all Power: Nor is the 
Covenant or Oath, by way of Contract with him, 
to perform his Part or to oblige him to do it, or 
aſſure them that he would. He voluntarily con- 
ſents to this as his Part, the other two take other 
Parts upon them; and they have no Doubt or Diſ+ 
truſt of each other, but their Subjects may; and 
therefore, they condeſcend to give them the great - 
eſt Aſſurance they can deſire. Now apply the 
Words of the Curſe pronounced by Jebovab Aleim, 
Curſed is he that keepeth not ail the Covenant The 
Speaker here is as much under the Malediction as 
the Perſons ſpoken taz but the Speaker is not 
| bound 
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bound but to the Perſons he ſpeaks to; the Per- 
ſons he ſpeaks to are not himſelf, but Men. And it 
is neceſſarily implied, that he only is curſed who 
doth not keep it. It was neceſſary, ſurely to agree 
upon theſe J erms, before they come to talk with 
their Subjects; for how could they offer them till 
they had agreed upon them? And how could they 
keep, up their Authority, and their Vaſſals at the 

oper Diſtance, but by ending in their-own Terms 2, 
Nor ſuch as they had concerted with their Vaſſals, 
but ſuch as they thought proper to give. And if they 
were not duly executed, ſigned and ſealed, or con- 
firmed by Oath, that is by an Aab annexed, how 
would it appear to the People they could truſt to 
them, or what Right could they have to plead them 
in Law at any time afterwards? Therefore the 
Curſe muſt be denounced before their Subjects knew 
any thing of the Matter; and ſuch a Curls might as 
well be pronounced before the People, whom it was 


to affect, were in being, as while they were at a Di- 


ſtance, and not in hearing when it was done. The 
Curſe pronounced by Moſets, in the Name of God, 
is ſaid to reach to thoſe not preſent, and not born, 
nat with you only do I mate this Covenant and this 
Curſe, but | with them that are not here with us this 
Day, It was to reach their lateſt Poſterity, and 
does fo at this Day. From the Nature of the Cove- 
nant and Curſe, it did not require the Conſent of 
the Party it is offered to, as being invalid without 
it though when divulged to Men, it requires a 
Conſent or Submiſſion to be teſtified by owning it 
holy, juſt, and good; and the Terms and Ratifica- 
tion muſt come together. The Terms were ſettled 
before the World, and therefore muſt be confirmed 
orsfed bee. M eee ibs heb its. 22 

We ſee that pronduncing a Curſe in the Manner 


deſcribed, was the Method Superiors took to bind 
their Subjects to them, and themſelves to 3 
e 


[ 42 ] 


jects, and to confirm their Contracts. The Superior 
pronounced the Words, and the Inferior ſaid, Amen 
to it. It is certain that he that ſpeaks is the Speaker, 
and he that curſeth, is the Curſer, or Execrator, 
meaning the Pronouncer of the Words f à Curſe: 
We have ſeen that d& is a Curſe; we know that 
the ſame Letters in Hebrew, are the Verb Præter, 
Noun Subſt. Maſc. and Fem. both in the Singular; 
though Maſc. and Fem. Plural differ, and therefore 
r the Noun Subſt. Maſe. Plural is Perſons who 
bave pronounced a Curſe,” i. e. ſpoke the Words, 
and ſo the Agents, the Curſers. The Scriptures 
deſcribe at large what this Curſe was, what it con- 
tained; and what Deſign it was pronounced with, 
viz. As the ſolemn Aſſurance from the Part of God 
to Man, that if be believed, be ſhould be ſaved; if not, 
that be ſhould be damned. And ſo we are ſufficiently 
warranted in defining this Word as a Name of God, 
to put into the Definition, Perſons who'bave bound 
. themſelves in Covenant under a Malediction. And 
were the Word Execrators or Curſers uſed in Eng- 
liſh, as it is in Hebrew, Curſers, when applied to 
God, would ſound what Moſes calls it, a glorious 
and tremendous Name. Fallen Man' may 

this Curſe in his Faveur, ſo as to be free from every 
other Curſe. It carries Terror as well as firm Con- 
fidence to his Mind; and ſpeaks God our Protector, 
our Confederate; and a ſevere Avenger of Sin. 
A King grants Lands and Hereditaments to a cer- 
tain Subject; his Nobles, ſome of them, through 
Envy or Pride, reſolve to obſtruct his taking or 
keeping Poſſeſſion; the King publiſhes an Arreſt, 
jn Conſideration of his Duty and Affection to my 
«©: Perſon, I grant ſuch and ſuch Lands to M. N. 
and ſtrictly command all my Subjects whatever, 
* to no ways moleſt him themſelves, or permit any 
others to do fo, and I will ſupport and aſſiſt 
them with my Forces in caſe of need; and, 
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« curſed be every onewho keepeth not all theſe Wards. 1 
Would not ſuch a Subject have Reaſon to rejoice in 
ſuch a Curſe, and boaſt of his King under the Title 
of the Pronouncer of it? Would it not Terror 
to his Enemies, as well as Comfort to him elf? 14 $4 

This Title of God cannot be miſtaken in Hebrew, 
The People cannot be Aleim; they had no Right 


nor Authority to pronounce a Curſe; nor did they 


do it. They only expreſſed their Submiſßon or 
Approbation. So it is a Miſtake to ſay, 

% That all the People and Subjects v7. a took 
“ Oaths were as properly Aleim as their Superiors; 

The People not being ſo in any Senſe. . They 
could neither pronounce the Curſe for themſelves nor 
others, but took their Oaths under them who did 
pronounce it. Nor was the Perſon whom this 


Curſe was denounced upon, actually or really ac- 


curſed or execrated, and ſo was not ug; but was 
var?) made ſufficient, vix. to be credited or truſted ; 
the Hopes of Heaven and Fear of God, being thus 
ſtaked for his Security. 

And now, if I may do it without Offence, I 
would apply theſe Obſervations to the Exceptions 
made by Dr. Sharp, p. 35. &c. 

6 (1) Mr. C—— has produced no Inſtance of 
4 „n applied to a Perſon as a Name or Ap- 

4 pellation. T 

This is true, but not to the Purpoſe. If che 

Idea or Meaning of ie be as Mr. C gives it, 
by Parity of Reaſon ET will be the Perſons uubo 
ſwear 3, other perſonal Nouns being ſo formed. 
And the Doctor's Remark, 
.. ++ Unkfs he looked upon Aleim to be an Inflance, 
* which yet cannot be allowed, becauſe it is the 
“ very Thing in Queſtion, whether it be deduced 
from Alab or not, 

Seems to miſtalte the Caſe 3, it not being ſaid by 


Swearer, 


Ur. C—— that Aleim was ever applied to a 
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Stwearer, but in the Name contended about; and he 
had no occaſion to produce an Inſtance. Nor was 
the Thing in queſtion here, whether Aleim be de- 
dueed from Alab; but whether the Noun Subſt. 
Maſc. plural of N to ſtwear, be not BR Swear- 
ers, or Perſons who' bave ſworn, Fc. his Words are, 
N when applied to a Perſon,” as a Name or 
« Appellation, ſignifies a Swearer to a Covenant,“ 
which it moſt certainly does when applied to a Per- 
ſon, whether it had ever been fo applied before or | 


no. | | 
* (2.) When the Doctor cites Mr. C-— ſaying, 
« As a Noun expreſſive of an Action, it ſignifies 
« an Oath, and that it occurs about forty Times in 
4 Seripture, and always in this Seuſe, and then re- 
marks upon him, ow 25 "a 
1 fear he has taken this too much upon truſt. 
« For in about thirty of thoſe” Places, it ſignifies 
« ſimply a Cutſe, or the Penalty of an Oath ; and 
« cannot conſiſtently with Senſe, be tranſlated Oath 
„ inſtead of Curſe.” OO OO SA 
I fear he hath taken Mr, C——'s Meaning too 
much upon truſt; for Mr. C-— doth not ſay, it oc- 
curs forty Times as an Oath but if you include Male- 
dickion in the Definition, as Mr. C=— does, and 


what he ſays is true enough. His Words are not 


cited very exactly; and if you look into the Sermon, 
p. 8. It occurs about forty Times, and always in 
&« this Senſe,” does not refer to Oath alone, but 
the foregoing Part of the Sentence alſo. ' And when 
the Doctor ſays, in about thirty of thoſe Plates it 
frenifies ſimply a Curſe, J fear he has not a clear di- 
ſtin& Idea of what they meant by Hab, or how 
they adminiſter'd an Oath; for 21h does "ghity 
ſimply a Curſe, and yet was an Oath given and 
taken: becauſe an Oath was a Curſe pronounced 
and conſented to. And the Diſtinction the Doctor 
makes in the next Lines betwixt giving and-takin 
9 * 4 
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an Oath, is ; equally confuſed; at leaſt a uſeleſs | 
Diſtinction to his Argument. * 
Though it does indeed Ami an Qath,—yet 
« jt is not neceſſarily to be underſtood in his Senſe 
« of Oath, whereby one binds oneſelf to the Per- 
« formance af any thing, but—whereby one binds 


« another: 
Becauſe it appears, that in confirming of Cove 
nants, Which was the Caſe betwixt Febovab Aleim 
and Mankind, he that pronounced the Words of 
the Curſe did bind himſelf, and that by * wo 
Words, he did the other.. 
And therefore when the Doctor fon, | 
3.) He (Mr. C-—) ſeems to have thought | 
e his Evidence would have proved more than it 
does, ſince it appears not from any of his Texts 
either that 7198 13 applicable to a Perſon; or if it 
„ was chat 0 Bgrifies a Perſon ſwers to a Cove- 
ic nant.”? \ 
The Doctor himſelf ſeems to ſhew that he was 
not aware how far Mr. C 's Evidence would 
go; fince one of his four Texts would alone prove 
all that he ſeems to have thought the four would do, 
as I have ſhewn above. And dh whether applied 
or no to a Perſon, is certainly applicable to one; 
for if dy the Noun Subſt. Fem. be a Cur pro- 
nounced, IR may be the Noun Subſt. Maſc. alſo, 
and be the Agent, the Pronouncer of it, as NA) is 
both Maſculine and Feminine; fo that M2), ENQ1 
and 71121 are parallel to 7178, TR and M78. See 
Prov. xvi. g. and 18. 0 Nan 55 every one that 
exalts his Heart; or every Lifter up of his Heart, 
ver. 18. before a Fall is my N23 elatio' Spiritus. 
Neither (4.) has Mr. C overlooked the firſt 
Senſe of N, when he conſtrues Aleim Perſons 
bound in Covenant under a Malediction, and M198 
execrated, or, accurſed really, becauſe Perſons were 


bound! in Covenants, or ſworn to perform NI 
7 


ſon. to fulfil, &c. and this ſet in oppo Nene tion to ac- 


judicious Account of the Word. It takes in che 
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by being 600 conditionally. As the Words are 
cited, p. 36. vig. to confirm by Oath, to bind a Per- 


curſed, it gives an Advantage to the or's Ar- 
gument, by ſetting the Difference at firſt View 
much wider, than it would have been, had Mr. 
C-——*'s Definition of the Word been big At 
lar ez but I ſuppole this was accidental. ty 

Th he Doctor concludes, 

The candid Reader muſt judge for himſelf, 
« whether I have, or have not made out the thing I, 
“ have been endeavouring to ſhew, viz.. that it is 
ce doubtful and queſtionable, whether this Word does 
« ever ſignify imply to fear, as a Verb; or W 
« an Oath as a Noun.” - 

Then he has not ſufficiently attended to. the Me- 
rits of the Queſtion, or fully reached them, as he 
acknowledges others had not before him; for the 
Definition of Alab by Mr. H and Mr. C— 
is, 10 bind a Perſon to fulfil certain Terms under the 
Penalty of à conditional Malediftion. Sermon, p. 8. 
Mr. H 1s Words are, In Man who takes - 
an Oath, it is to imprecate a conditional Malediction 
upon himſelf, if he perform not the Covenant. I. 
have ſhewn that à Curſe was pronounced, and 
aſſented to, for that Purpoſe ; ſo that their Defini- 
tion will ſtand, and yet the Word mph ſignify 2 
Curſe or Malediction. And proving it does not 
len Jimply to ſwear, or /imply an Oath, is falling 

very mort of what was to be proved, and muſt be 
ſo before their Account of the Word will be i * che 
leaſt affected. Their's is a full comprehenſive and 


ſimple radical Idea of the Word; and the Man- 
ner and Deſign of pronouncin a Curſe ; it is di- 
rectly conformable to the Uſe of the Word in 
Sqripture z and their Conſtruction of Aleim is juſt the 
Senſe it muſt have as a perſona! Noun, or Appella- 

5 tion 
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tion of Perſons, if you, inflect it into that Part of * 


- a Noun or Participle from Hipbil, but from Kal. 
3 I find in the Grammars that pd is the plural 
of the Participle in Hipbil, 00 yd in Kal. 
Perhaps I have not - feet right at che Doctor's 
Meaning, for either his Manner of Writing here is 
leſs per ſpicuous than uſual, or he contradicts himſelf, 
when he argues, that tho it comes from the Root 
198, (which is the Verb in Kal,) it may not take 
its Meaning from the Verb in Kal. _ 

—It is from the Senſe of this Mood, that they 


= 


x Q © ws * 


« have taken and underſtood the Derivation.“ 


and underſtand the Derivation from. 


„ him, 10 verbal Root of it extant among the He- 


ing Robertſon ſay, or ſaying it 


" 5 * 


bic for it, 


r "CEE TP "1 0 WO ID v OTE 6 SS 0 & OO 1 


2 Speech. 5 
g The next Thing e by the Doctor is, p. 38. 
4 « Thar tho Arm ſhould be a Derivative from a 
& « the Root D,! it may not take its Meaning from | 
4 « the Verb in Kal, but the Verb in Hiphil. . 
. But & is not the Verb in Hiphil, nor & x, 


« who formerly eſpouſed the Etymology, ſeem to 


The Taking a Derivation from the Senſe of a Mood 
is to me very obſcure ; if it means only that SIR 
ſignifies Impoſers of an Oath on others, and not 
Swearers themſelves, this is what was fo largely ſpoken 
to before, from p. 12. to p. 35. And it matters 
not to the {————zs which Mood's Senſe You take 


Robertſon propoſes the Hiphil Senſe, but did not | 
altogether approve of it, © zhere being according to 


« brews,” (ſome Hand, I ſuppoſe that of che - 
bic Doctor has 2: here „ unleſs it be the Arabic 
% Hliba, to worſhip, &c. x very en mak - 

r him, that Bere 
is no Root of it extant in Hebrew except what is not _ 
extant in Hebrew ; for Aliha is not extant in He- 
2 it it had, = need not have gone to the Ata- 5 | 
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long Time, repreſented typically. The Cove- 
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The Exceptions againſt Mr. H——#'s and C—-5 
Account of the Derivation of Aleim from Aab ariſ- 
ing from the Inpert and Uſe of the Word in Scrip- 
ture, whether Verb or Noun, being I hope got pretty 
well over, and ſhewn to ariſe from the Gbjector's 
leſs clear Conceptions of the Import and Uſe of that 
Word in Scripture, than Mr. H——#s /e{s per ſpicus 
ouus Manner of Writing, I proceed to the | 

Further Difficulties which attend this Deriva- 
<« tion in the Senſe that he approves.” The firſt 
18 5. 41s Se. that 725 

It conveys an Idea that does not rightly agree 
&« with the Divine Nature, Attributes, and Per- 
« fections.— The Divine Perſons themſelves could 
want no Aſſurances from each other.—As for 
& their ſwearing to each other, - there is nothing 1 
66 pun in Scripture to countenance it.“ p. 43. 
Very true; and the Objector muſt be excuſed for 
gueſſing that Mr. H meant ſo ; becauſe when 
a Man writes in the leſs perſpicuous Manner, what he 
doth not write cannot be perſpicuous more or leſs. 
So it is H 's Fault in not having faid it plain 
enough to juſtify the Objection. Mr. H——7 all 
along ſuppoſes the Oath of God to be relative to 
his Creatures ; to bind themſelves to us, and us to 
them; not themſelves to each other; at leaſt Ido not 
recolle& where he has ſaid otherwiſe ; in a Paſſage 
cited by the Doctor, p. 64. he ſays, ** Though the 


« Heim cannot lye nor break their Covenant, or 


« Oath, yet they can make a Covenant each with 
« the others, and ſwear to perform it, and they 


tell us the Reaſon, —To ſhew unto the Heirs of 


c Safvation the Immutability of his Counſel.” The 
Oath was to us, not to themſelves according to Mr. 
H; and ſo he ſays Trinity of the Gentiles, 
P. 365, 370. * The Covenant, and Promiſe, and 
« Oath was 70 give really, what was firſt, for a. 


nant 


are twiſted 


[49] 
nant then was for us, not themſelves; as well as the 


Oath and Promiſe, according to Mr. H. 


And it would have been but ingenuous, as the 


Doctor is on other Occaſions, to have ſnhewn that 
Mr. z or C-— had ſaid or meant other- 


viſe, before he had ſuppoſed it by Way of Founda- 


tion for an Objection. I think they might as well 
have been charged with making Kings Aleim, be- 
cauſe they ſwear to each other, and not to their 


Subjects. From whatever Cauſe it be, which 1 


ſhall ſay nothing about, leſt I give Offence, that this 


ſtrong Prejudice againſt Mr. H is cheriſhed 


by the orthodox Clergy: I have very often found, 


they carry it to that Height, as not to have Patience 


to read him with that Attention, which is neceſſary 
to underſtand a News- Paper. And they oftener ob- 
Jet to him, from not ſeeing into him, than ſeeing 
* Bim, as ſome of them would, be thought 
to do. 

The Doctor ſupport this Objection of his with 
Aying that, 

« With regard to himſelf, when there were 


© no Creatures in being, capable of receiving any 
. « fſuch Aſſurances by ſuch Actions, his Promiſes or 
Oatbs ſeem to have no Place, ſince the Divine 


„ Perſons themſelves could want no Aſſurances 


„ from each other.“ 


And theſe two Objections, of its being needleſs 


for them to ſwear to each other, and uſeleſs or 


impoſſible to ſwear to Creatures not then in being, 
through three or four Pages; 
as if they ought not to be ſeparated, different as 


der are from each other. Which w 1 it be 
owing to the leſs perſpicuous manner of Writing; 
or from having leſs clear Ideas of the Subject; or 
from what other Cauſe, I do not preſume to de- 
termine ; but to that Part of the Objection, for 


the * doth not n us, ib regard to God, 


toben 
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the Son to fulkl the Pleaſure of the Father.“ 


( 50 ] 
when there were no Creatures, his Promiſes or Oaths 
ſeem. to have no Place. And yet the Grace of God 
was given us in Chriſt Jeſus, before the World began. 
Hope of eternal Life, which God that, cannot 
lie, . Before the World began, Tit. i. 2. and 
in many other Places. The Gath might have a 


Place, as well as the Promiſe. and Gift, one would 


think, before the World. The Doctor ſays, The 


Promiſes or Oath ſeem to haue na Place before the 


world; the Apoſtle ſays, the Promiſes actually had a 


Place when there were no Creatures in Being whom 
they concerned. And Jehovah might as well 4 CE 

Covenant with Adam before he was in being, as 
with the Children of the Iſraelites, before. * 


- were born, cited above. 
But though it is wrong in Mr. H to ay, 


as ſuppoſed, that Jehovah made à Covenant with 
each otber, by way of Pact with themſelves, yet 


it is right in Dr. Sbarp, p. 42. 

Whatever is repreſented in Scripture as a Pact 
4 or Covenant between the Father and Son, for 
the Redemption of Mankind—.** 

Which ſcems to ſuppoſe they did make a Pai? 
with each other.  H—— indeed is ſuppoſed to 
ſay more, that they gave each other their Oath to 
perform it; but the Difficulty is very near as great 
in ſuppoling they made a Pact, or ſolemn Promiſe 
to each other, as if the ſupreme Being was capable 
of any. further Obligation, iban bat is concei ved to 


ariſe from the Neceſhty of his Nature. But here the 


Comment will help us; this Pact and r is 
not a Pact and Covenant, but only, 
„The will and Pleaſure of the Father os 
giving his Son; and the Will and free Conſent of 


1 hope I ſhould give no guſt Cauſe of Offence, 
if I were to, aſk, how the Mill and Pleaſure of -the 


Father to give the Son, _—_ tbe Son to give him- 


ſelf, 
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felf, comes under the Nature and Condition of a Cove- 
vant, and-where it is repreſented as ſuch? Whe- 
ther in Scripture, or by ſome Divines only ? Why 
an Equal need covenant to beſtow himſelf z or one 
Equal can be ſuppoſed to will and pleaſe to give 
another away, whom he has no Prerogative over, 
and that Other need covenant or bargain, as it were, 
for Leave to give himſelf, are Difficulties, that 
ſeem to me, to want clearing up; though, to be ſure, 
it is all Senſe, and Truth, and conſonant to Scrip- 
ture, or the Doctor would not have laid it down 
for ſuch. If by Father and Son, the Doctor means 
two of theſe Perſons of Jehovah, co-equal and co- 
eternal; I ſhould imagine, might I preſume to ſay 
ſo, that he miſtakes ſome of” the Scripture Ex- 
eſſions; and makes that one Perſon's of the Eſ- 
ce giving another Perſon of the Eſſence, which 
the Scripture means of Jehovah, the God in Chriſt, 
giving his human Nature as a Sacrifice for us; and 
doth not diſtinguiſh, when the Father is the Eſſence, 
and when a Perſon of the Eſſence. It is ſaid. 
that God gave his only begotten Son, that whoſoever 
believeth in him ſhould not periſh; but this is no 
Covenant, nor is there any Reaſon to call it a Cove- 
nant beewixt God and the only-begotren Son. The 
only begotten Son, is not the Divinity, but Humani- 
ty of Chriſt. The God in Chriſt gave his Body, 
(viz. the Man Chriſt) a Sacrifice for Sin. And 
Chriſt, as Man, was the Son, begotten of God ; 
and as he was the only Man fo begotten, he was 
the only- en. And it follows further, that if 
the Man was begotten of God, no other Perſon 
was begotten of God; unleſs there could be more 
only-begottens than one. Chriſt, as Man, was be- 
gotten, not made ; Adam was made, not begotten ; but 
both are called Sons of God, and here the Diffe- 
rence is apparent, and Chriſt may be ſaid to have 
been begotten before r as the Grace of God 
. s. is 


I a2! 
is ſaid to be given us in him before the World; 
or as he is ſaid to be the Lamb ſlain from the 
Foundation of it. I hope the Reader will excuſe a 
:M 5 _ _— not very — to the Paine in 
i Hand. 
l If you read Luke 1. 2 3. Feſus himſelf 6 to 
1 ze about: thirty Years of Age, being (as was ſup- 
i" po ſed the Son Foſeph) from Heli, from Matthat, and 


bl ſo on; a Difficulty vaniſhes at once, which à Piece, 
ſu ppoſed to be Dr. Conyers Middleton's, repreſents, as 
bi not poſſi ble to be cleared up by all the Wit of Man, for | 


| here it is not Joſeph who is ſaid to be 7s Ha, but Chriſt 
= himſelf; not only the Change of Expreſſion, - Son of } 
Fl \Foſeph, and afterwards (not Son of, but only) from | 
pl or of Heli, ſeems to require the putting Incvs ui 
0 7% Ha together, but the Reaſon of the I hing, on 
more Accounts than one. It is evident St. Mat- 
* thew makes Joſeph deſcend from another Branch 
il of the Houſe of David; and Chriſt had no bu- 

| man Father ; St. Luke therefore could not ſay, that 


_ . = = — "I 
— 
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| Chriſt was begotten of Heli, but he could ſay, he 
"If Was 2 Hz, of or from Heli; which Heli, by this 
i 

| 


Account, was Father to the Virgin, and ſo: Chriſt was 
from him by the Mother's fide. What induced 
the Tranſlators to give the Turn to the Words they 
have, and make ſo wide a Difference betwixt the 
two Evuangeliſis, I know not. Nor do I know 
whether others have reconciled that Difference as I 
do or no; but the Conſtruction, that Jeſus being, by 
Suppeſition, Son of Fojeph, was really deſcended from 
Heli," appears ſo natural to me, that I choſe to put 
it down here, when we were talking of Cbriſt as 
Son of God, which that holy Thing conceived and 
born of the Virgin Mary moſt certainly was. 
- Chrift, God-man is our High-Prieſt, and every 
High- Prieſt, ſays the Apoſtle, is ordained to offer 
Gifes and Sacrifices; wherefore. it was of Neceſfity, 
-that this Gould bave ſomething to offer, Heb, viii. w 
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He therefore gave his own Body, the only -· begotten 
Son of God. Some Divines have miſtaken the 
Word Farber in ne, and always pag) it 
one, and the firſt; Ferſon of the Trinity; and Son 
of God they would make another Perſon of the 
Eſſence, and tale the Idea from the Relation of Fa- 
ther and Son betwixt Men, and though it runs 
them upon a thouſand Contradictions to themſelves 
and Common Senſe ; and they cannot help ſeeing 
the fatal Effects which the Diſpute about the Trinity 
defended on that Footing —— produced in the Na- 
tion, yet Fc. Sc. Let the impartial Reader but 
look at Mr. H. us Glory and Gravity, p. 235, Sc. 
and ſee whoſe manner of Writing is moſt perſpicu- 
ous on this important Subject, and moſk conſonant 
to our Creeds, buys, or that of ſome. pa I peed 
not name. 

Bug. co return to the Exceptions againlt Mr. C — 
Conſtruction of Aleim. | 
He owns that 128 Ggnifies, more than it may 
« be allowed to mean, when, ſpoke of the Divine 
« Perſons... So. e his Wordsin 2 

C 


Let the Words, p. 9 70 peak for themſelyes, 

Mr. CC —— 

dls» Drops the Þenaty:, of a contin Aula, 
ny ied in the Word Aab.“ 


And. ſo did the Doctor, p. 36. when, argu 
againſt II as benin execr ae and had no 1 


15 2 ſap 
bound in a — K 83 
which Jehovah pronounced the Aab; and of, — 
Reaſon why Men called, him Aleim, ey 
ſons were uſed, to be bound in Covenant un a 
conditional Malediction. « {314413 
What follows p. 44. I have read over  feveral 
Eg | Times, 
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That the Tranſattion muſt 
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Times, and confeſs my Stupidity ſo great, that! 
cannot underſtand what the wee Gentleman aims 
at, and take the blame upon myſelf, if Reert — 
Argument which I do 75 pay ap y a proper 
. as * 1 60 
and known Senſe of the Word requires, T underſtand 
and readily grant. But'I do not ſee any Reaſon to 
grant that the Word according to Mr. Cs 
Conſtruction of it, 7s not rightly compatible, by his 
own Account, with God's Nature and Perfettions. 
The next is p. 45. that the ſe Perſon could 
not be Aloah, in Mr s Senſe of Hab, 
«4 Becabſe the Curſe or Execration, implied: in, 
« or meant by Alab, —is the Penalty of the Breach 
« of the Oath on the Perſon, who has falſified it.“ 
That is, becauſe a Perſon who breaks an Oath 
is to be. gccurſed ; therefore no Perſon wh6''doth 
not break an - Oath can be arcurſed. If N is 
a Curſe, and it was cuſtomary,” by way of Confirm- 
ation of their Covenants to ſay, Let thoſe be curſed 
who do not keep them; then Aleim, will be, as it 
is a perſonal Neun, Perſons who have fo ſaid. And 
Aloah will be, as it is a Part. paſs: a Perfon curſed; one 
who. is made or to be made, a Curſe.” The learned 
Gentleman had not yet, I fear, got a clear Conception 
of the Senſe of Nah. And ſuppoſing that Mr. C— 
had not, yet the Senſe of it was fo obvious in 
Scripture,” in the Paſſages referred to by the Doctot 
for the Senſe of it, that he might eaſily have ſeen 
chat Mr. H 's general Definition of the Word 
would comport ve welt; nay is juſt hat 
Meant by bo Wed! $5.8 0 5 | ee 
But the Doctor thinks, tut. n u run; 
If we expourid ye By Perſon exerrated, 
* We muſt make erm (to preſerve the Senſs of 
the Word) to figttify ſomething too bu to de en 


« preſſed.” | 41 l D I a0 [1.3 
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ERS _ 
Let us try. Accurſed in the paſſive, is a Curler, 
or Pronouncer of a Curſe, in the Ave. Jehovah 
ſays,—Curſed be be aubo confirms noi all the Words of 
the Covenant. Here they bind themſelves by this 
Bann, and nothing barſb ſaid or implied: It not 
being implied that the Curſe could fall on Jehovah. 
And let me repeat it, that tho” to curſe, in the 
Active, is 4% ſpeak the Words of a Curſi; yet curſed 
is not the Perſon ſpoke to, but one who is curſed, 
or ſuffers the Curſe, which he is not, who is put 
under the Curſe; and if it can be ſaid of the Per- 
ſons ſpoke to, that they are they who are brought 
under or into à Curſs; yet we cannot ſay, they are 
actually aecurſed; as Chriſt was. But I believe, if 
the Reader will recolle& what has been ſaid about 
Aab before, he will eaſily ſee through the Confuſion 
that has hatched this, and ſeveral other ObjeCtions 
and which overſpreads the long Note, p. 48, 49, and 
50: and I hope it now appears that Chriſt was ſtyled 
Moab on another Account, than being perjured, viz. 
as being made- a Curſe, the proper Import of the 
Part. paſſ. of 198. And I may now ſay, in an- 
ſwer to Part of this long Note, p. 49, that in or- 
der to find out the Meaning of MN, we are to look 
for an Nye which is conſequent on the Breach of an 


Oath, and yet Chriſt was not named NN“ from 


the Breach of one. Death we find was inflicted on 
thoſe who deſpiſed the Alab when pronounced by 
them who had a right to do it, as in the Caſe of 
Jonathan-and Saul; not that Jonathan had incurred 
the Penalty, as Saul thought, it ſeems overbaſtily; 
becauſe he had not heard the Vice F Alab, as from 
Common Senſe, and the expreſs Words of the Law, | 


Lev. v. Id it vas neceſſary he ſhould have done, be- 


fore he could be put to Death for it; and which 
the People could not have reſcued him from had 
heard it 3 but though Death was the Penalty of 


e Breach ef an Oath, yet it will not follow, that 
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| dx ſignifies Death; or MIN one put to Death. 


If we read, Deut. Xxviii. 9. we find that there were 
many Particulars \contained under the Word 9x 3 
and in Conſequence of which they were finally 70 
be cut-off, in Anger, and in Wrath, and in great In- 
dignation; And if Chriſt was cut off in Anger and 
in Wrath, and which he bore in that laſt Agony in 
the Garden, he was really Moab. . And wemay 
thence. get the ſtrict: Idea of the Word, and ſee 
in what Senſe he was hee, viz. as bearing the 
Wrath of God, and being cut off from the Land 
of the Living. I flatter myſelf, that if the Doctor 

will read over the Examiner Examined again, he 
will not think the Author was talking ſo much at 

Random, as he repreſents him here. Nor is this 
Word Ahab appropriate io Chriſt. by. its. peculiar 
import and Force, and yet as ſignifying .aceur/ed, 
and applied to one of the Perſons of Febovah, it 
could not mean any other of thoſe Perſons, but he, 
who in Man, was made a Curſe. The Notion 
about a vicarious Execration, the learned Doctor 
dwells ſo much upon, he has miſtaken, I appre- 
hend, from Mr. H u and Mr. 0 —. Alaab 


doth not ſignify a vicarious Execration, nor do they 


ever ſay; ſo, in order to account for the Mean- 
ing of the Word as applied to Chriſt. He would 
not have been Aloab, had it not been neceſſary for 
him to be ſo in our ſtead, if he would ſave us; but 
he was really and in fact made a Curſe. But I fear 
it will. be thought ill· natured to purſue this Part of 
the Diſpute any further, becauſe it is evident, that 
if our Conſtruction, of Aab be right, as I have en- 
Lot it here, che Doctor has not been en- 
this Time with Mr. . or. C 
but purſuing the flying Shadows of his own Ima- 
gination. And I ſhall, only obſerve, before I. leave 
it, that as Chriſt. is called the Lamb lain from the 
Foundation of the World, Io long before le way 
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large 
gaged 
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lain, he might be called the execrated, the devoted 
One, from thes ſame. 8 before, 2 it 
ma anſwer the Queſtion, te P. 50. OW, 

1 he can be expreſſive of Chrift $ Character 
« in that Interval, or even of that one peculiar 
« Circumſtance of it, his being Mu e 
« to be execratedꝰ 

Becauſe he had ſworn 8 became ” Curſes, 
and calls things tbat be not, as, e han > 
provided they ever will be. c YO 

I proceed now to p..50. 

„II. Another Objection agaioſt Mr, H 
6 Interpretation of Aleim, that it doth not 7 
« ſuit the Word in ſeveral of the Uſes and Ap- 
« plications, that are made of it in Scripture.” Perk * 

And Mr. C — it is thought would have wich- 
drawn his Complaint, that God is not the Meaning 
of the Hebrew Aleim, had he been at the Trouble 
of making a trial how the Hebrew, would run. 

Let us be at that Trouble then. Let the Defini- 
tion be, Perſans.who have made a Covenant, and. it 
ſignifies. ſo; ſince it deſcribes the Manner of con- 
firming their Covenants 3 or if this be objected to, 
let it be Denouncers of the Curſe. Only I ſhall put in 
a Plea, as we have no Englifs, Word, to which we 
have affixed that Idea they by Cuſtom did to Alab, 
for it is, in fact, . Locke calls a 
complex Iden; or ſince to curſe. and Curſer are not 
uſed with us, as they were with them, I ſhall take 
the Liberty to comment a little, or e 105 
Word, as the Occaſion may ſcem to require. 15 

Firſt then, p. 51. it is aſſerted, 
. Where eim is uſed for the oo N 
« [deg of a Trinity of Perſons; ſworn to 4 Caves. 
«© nant, Cc. perbaps in forty-· nine Places out of, 
fifty, makes aalen ee 8 Con- 
« „text. x3 * tit e Url 
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Piurbaps it may in them all. But ſuppoſe "the 
Contexr did not require that Senſe in many Places, | 
what more gloriois and tremendous Name could 
Man call God by, or God calf himſelk by to Man, | 
than Jebovabh eim in Hebrew? And it may | 
ſerve to correct the Notions ſome People have pot, 
even at this Time of Day, about the Chriſtian'Cove- 
nant, and ſhew® them that it is really a Covenant. 


And ſome others may ſee what a dreadful Curſe 


hangs over their Heads, hougb they bleſs themſelves 
in their Heart, ſaying, we ſhell have Peace, though 
we Wall in the Imagination of our Heart, to give 
our "Thirſt its fill; the Lord will not ſpare, all th: 

Curſes written in this Boot, fhall he upon them. | 
When we are fo continually reminded, in Seaſon 


and out of Seaſon, that Jehoval has denounced a 


Curſe againſt all thoſe Who are not within his Cove- 
nant, which they Who ſeck for Salvation on other 
Terms are not, we may depend upon it, it is a 
Matter of more than ordinary Conſequence. 
* And where it is not uſed of tlie true God, but 
Cc OF Angels, A * in eon 1:40 {> 
It is never uſed for Angels. Mr. H has 
ſhewn'thar. ne TY DIY) WB | 
Ke Or Idols or falſe Objects of Worſhip, 
© his Idea cannot be carried along with it!? 
Nor any that ĩs proper to the true God. Idols and 
falſe Objects of Worſhip, cannot be called God in 
any Senſe that Jehovah is ſo. I am not at all pleaſed 
when 4 Man of Senſe talks in a Style below himſelf, 
though it may ge me an Advantage. Had this 
Gentleman given himſelf a Moment's time to con- 
ſider, he muſt have called to Mind, that an Idol 
Was only called a God, as we call a Picture by 
the Name of what it repreſents; and that tho 
who had falſe Objects of Worſhip thought the ſame 
of them, as they who worſhipped Jehovah did 
of him, the true Object. And if the * 
” cOUld 


1 59.0 

could think Jehovah had pronounced a Bann in 
their Favour againſt all their neee, and would 
ſupport them in the War, a Satan and his Ad- 
herents; the Idolaters might Fe chink heir God thug 
in League with them; and «bs and og wer 
Port them. Next, 913 © 
« When it is ſaid of falſe Gods, that they 508 
% Heim, doth it mean ee e e 
* ſworn ?** p. 52. bo O 

It means that they neither have nor can 45 
that they neither have laid Mankind. under a Bann, 
nor can do ſo; not being able to perform any 
thing implied by the Word not having A 
or Means to denounce a Curſe, nor, if their Prieſts 
did it in their Name, Power to execute it. If 
there were two Claimants to the imperial Dignity, 
both of which denounce the Bann, promiſing to 
protect and reward thoſe who came over to them, 
and to deſtroy thoſe that did not; the natural 
Queſtion with the People would be, "which of the 
two had the Authority or Right to denounce it, 
and Power to put it in Exccution; and if they 
ſhould ſay the Bann of him they judged had no 
juſt Title, was 0 Bann, the Expreſion would be 

oper and intelligible... 
„When it is aid, the Lord their Aan, He 
* is: Heim of Aleim, and Lord of Lords. Al- 
though the Word, your Aleim might be ſuppoſed 
< to have ſome relation to God's Oath to ra- 
ham, and Covenant with his Seed, yet Aleim of 
Heim cannot import in either of che Words 
by BE mon or covenanting in any Senſe. “ 

But why ſo? Why may not the latter Word 
mean Ns, as as Lords do ſo? Jebovab 
has laid Princes under the Curſe, as well as 
; the higheſt as well as the loweſt, He 
is” of Lords, and King of Kings; and 
Denowncer of the bun on 2 who denounce i 2 

or 
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with regard to the ſpiritual and ce Concern 3 


4 natural or moral Attributes, as high, eternal, or 


++ fave of his Dominion and Sovereignty, and ap- 


1660 
others. Or, they are under Covenant with God, 
as their Subjects are with them; and ſo Subjeft 
themſelves as well as their People. A great and | 
important Leſſon this and what the Pulpit ſhould | 
proclaim in the Ears of the earthly Hleim; both 


they have in it. 
80 again, when he is.calle God of Gods, 
© P78 5x, to conſtrue Aleim different from N 
1 would yield fomething,” which to common _ 
<..ers,-at leaſt, would prove ſcarce intelligible.“ 
If chat were all, this might paſs among the 2 
8 Somet bings, in the Tranſlations already, | 
ſcarce intelligible to common or uncommon Rea- 
ders. But why may not Al and Aleim be con- 
ſtrued differently, as well as Jebovab and Aleim, 
when: the two Words come together? Al. Alein 
is not, nor can be, always: conſtrued Gd of Gods, 
ee Cen. Krit. 20. N ve o. This can- 
not be God of the Gods of Hracl. 
The Aleim of Abruabam, of che Hebrews, &a 
ſeems Gpproyed of in our e at ae is not con- 


demned, P. 33. . 1 in 
Vet n it A 0e with Epithets-ſrocm God's 


Holy Aleim; or Aleini of Heaven; or Aleim of Hoſts, 
Ec. with ſuch Names of natural Things as are 
independent on his Covenant with Mankind * ; it 
«+muſt/ ſurely mean his divine Being, be expreſ- 


* pear as much the common Name of bis Nature, 
« as Fehbuab is his proper Nam. 
I ſuppoſe there is a Difference betwixt the Name 

God's Nature, and his proper Name, though 

ha common Reader as I am cannot find it out. 
But let us try to conſtrue theſe Expreſſions; tb 
Holy, be high Ones, who have denaunced the N 
4444 a N va * ane Or, 


£ 


*TATTO Though nothing i is ſo. | * 
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or, who art under Oath with us. Theſe Epps 
_ to comport with Aleim well enough. 

Aeim of Heaven, thoſe who are in Heaven, of 
or belonging to Heaven: Whoſe dwelling is not 
with Fleſh and Blood; as Aleim of Seperuaim, Hena, 
and Iva, were the Altim | in or of thoſe Places. Our 
Litany ſays, God the Father of Heaven: And our 
Lord, Our Father which art in Heaven. Rahab ſays 
to the Spies, Your ny He is Aleim in Hea- 
ven above. 1 

Aleim of Hoſts. If Hoſts 1 means s Armies, the Ar- 
mies of Iſrael in many Places; or the Haſts of the 
Nations, Jer. iii. 19. the Senſe is obvious and pro- 
per, as before explained. If Hoſts means ibe Hea- 
vens, I need not repeat what is juſt ſaid, or it may 
be underſtood, ' as God is called Jebovah of Hoſts, 
he whoſe Juriſdicton, or under whoſe Power, or 
whoſe Property, whatever is called Hoſts, moſt 
certainly is. And this was the grand Point betwixt 
Iſrael and Mankind, whoſe God had denounced the 
Curſe, and had the Power in Heaven and Earth; 
and ſo was He who could make good what the Word 
imported, and theſe Epithets, with ſuch Names of na- 
asf Things as have the natural Power in them, de- 
termine the Point, that thoſe who were under Oath 
with Abrabam, (and were ſo with Adam) were the 
only Aleim; the only Perſons who had Authority to 
denounce the Curſe, or Power to put it in Executions 
Kings were their Delegates, and are called Aleim, 


as their Repreſentatives.. The Heathen Gods were 


falſely ſo called; ſo there was none in Heaven above 
or the Earth beneath, but Jehovah to whom this 
Title could belong. 

One would hardly have thought of an Objedtion 
from the Epithets with the Word, when the whole 
Diſpute was for ſo many. Years, whether there were 
any Perſons in Heaven who were ſupreme ; or whe- 


ther the Heavens themſelves were ſupreme. ao the 
ur- 


[64] 

Purport and Deſign of this Alab was that all Man- 
kind ſhould acknowledge there were no other but 
Jehovah. Aleim high, holy, eternal only, Aleim of 
Heaven, of Hoſts, and the like, are Claims of Pri- 
ority, Superiority, Sovereignty, and Dominion be- 
longing to the Aleim which they worſhipped, or 
whoſe Bann they feared. The Word md uſed for 
God, Gen. xxxi. 42, and 53. the Dread of Jfaac, 
expreſſes ſomething not leſs. harſh, than the Exe- 
crator whom T/aac worſhipped and acknowledged 

for ſupreme. N | 
If high, holy, eternal, in Heaven, of Heaven, be 
thought improper Epithets with the true Aleim, be- 
cauſe there are none holy, high or in Heaven but 
themſelves; I ſuppoſe that Aleim of Vengeance, of 
Salvation, and ſuch Attributes to them, will be allowed 
to be proper, becauſe they are implied in Aleim. Ven- 
geance on Enemies and Safety to Friends, as Iſai. 
XXXV. 4. Say ye to them of a fearful Heart, be ſtrong, 
fear note bebold your Aleim will come with Vengeance; 
with Recompence ſhall the Aleim himſelf come, and 
| ſave yon. Where the double Import of the Bann, 
they take the Name from, is fully expreſſed; they 
being bound by it to ſupport the Weak, and ſave 
them; turning the Curſe or Vengeance on the Ene - 
my. The Banner was the Sign of the Bann, in 
Conſcquence of which the War began; and ſo thoſe 
who'come under Chriſt's Banner, condemn Satan 
and his Adherents ; and acknowledge that the Curſe 
of God lays on Mankind, till cut off from them 
in him. They acknowledge the Sentence juſt, and 
fiy from the Wrath to come; and fly for Refuge to 
the Terms aſſured to us by a Curſe pronounced on 
all who do not ſeek for Shelter there from the 
Wrath to come. 4 5 
Tbe next Objection is, that . 
Mat. xxii. 32. and Act. vii. 32. we find T7 
« rendered by Os: and it muſt not be ſaid 
44 : * Ber 4) 
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« here, that this ia nothing to the Meaning of the He- 


« brew,” 0 id 1 trade oh LEES hk 
But why this muſt not be ſaid, is not ſo clearly 


4 made out, as Mr. C-— is gently ſneered-for his 


Expreſſion. However I ſhall venture to ſay, that 
this cog here is nothing more to the Meaning of the 
Hebrew than Gies elſewhere ; or Occ; any Thing at 
all, as far as I know, to the Meaning of Mein, i. e. 


the Words have not the fame Idea or Meaning. 


If they had, it would be proper for the Doctor to 


| ſhew it; and when he has done ſo, Mr. Os 


Exception ſhall be withdrawn; till he has done ſo; it 
may ſtand, If he doth know what ®c meant, as 
he owns he doth not know what Aleim did, then 
for aught that appears to the contrary, what Mr, 
C—— ſays may be true. I think the Doctor leaves 
us in Poſſeſſion of this Part of the Argument. He 
refers to the Remarks on the Obſervation, p, 54. and 
Examiner examined, p. 36. and ſays, 53 

« I am obliged for Brevity's Sake not to e 
into this Part of the Diſpute here.“ | 

Whether it be for Brevity's Sake alone, or ſome 
other more manifeſt Reaſon, let the Reader, after 
looking at the Remarks and Examiner examined, 
judge for himſelf... However the Doctor does yield 
the Point to us for the preſent, that it was not pru- 
dent in the Evangeliſts to correct the LXX tho 
faulty in this, as well as in a great Number of other 
Particulars. But, 

&« St. Paul, Heb. xi. 16. Speaking of the Pa- 
e triarchs, ſays, that on account of their Faith, 
“ God was not aſhamed to be called their God. Now 
this is not a Quotation from the LXX. ““! 

What is it a Quotation from then? Not from 
the Hebrew, for there it is c ον.¶ and not Ocos. 
The LXX do on this very Occaſion, and always 
where they thought Aleim ſpoke of the true God, 
tranſlate it by Otis. It is indeed, cri agen, 

| cc 


is not, as far as our Diſpute is concerned. Oos was 


other Word for it; and the Apoſtles did not think i 
| Proper to form a new one. Nor could they form a 


| Wſhamed to be called bis God. What Senſe will you 
put on the word Gd here? Not the heathen Senſe 


we take the Doctor's Senſe, as expreſſive of God's 


Place here, for 


1 6500 a 

« A Reference of the Apoſtle himſelf to the Rea 
* * God took on him the Title of the God nl 
Abraham, &c.” 5 

But that Title was already in the publickly ap- . 
proved or allowed of Tranſlation Se of Abraban ; 
and if it was not prudent in the Apoſtle to corre Þþ 
that Tranſlation, he could not tranſlate Aleim of ; 
Abraham, or their Aeim more correctly without Im- 
propriety. I ſhall readily allow that St. Paul wu 
the Author of this Epiſtle, and wrote it in the Greet. 
St. Paul was no leſs infpired than St. Matthew ; and 
if it was imprudent in St. Matthew” to correct the 
received Tranſlation of Aleim, it muſt be the ſame in Þ 
St. Paul to do it. And therefore 1 ſee not why the 
Doctor ſhould' ſay; that, 
This is independant on the ſaid Diſpute, or 
why he ſhou'd peremptorily ſay, 
00 1 Now this ( viz. Oeos Feb. 11. 16.) is not: 
Quotation from the LXX.” and I ſay, Nou 
is is a Quotation from thence,cho* the whole Sentence 


the common Word in Greek for 'Aleim ; they had no 


more plain, full and comprehenſive one than Alein, 
to which they refer us, when they cite and refer to 
the Scriptures, tho* they write Greek, when they arc 
writing in Greek. _ 

Let us. conſider the Senſe of De; i in this Quots- 
tion and Argument of the Doctor's. Heb. 11.16,— 
On account of the Faith of Abraham, God was not 


to be ſure; their Gods were not the true God. Shall 


Dominion and 13" and as the common Name 
of bis Nature ? Þ: 53 This Senſe cannot have 3 
od's Nature and Dominion 1 the 

ame 
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fame, whether Abraham acknowledged it or no. Nor 
could God be Creator on the account of his Faith; 
nor Fudge on that account, for he will judge Be- 
lievers/ and Unbelievers both. It cannot be ſpoke 
in any Senſe which doth not come under Aleim in 
Hebrew, to make the Apoſtle's Argument Senſe, or 
concluſive. The Faith of Abrabam made him ſtand 
in the relation to God, as a Subject reſorting to the 
Banner of his King, on War proclaimed againft an 
Enemy, does; as Perſons bound to each other, in 
League together; and ſo entitled to the Protection 
of his King againſt the Enemy; and this Quotation 
of the Doctor's is a pretty clear Proof that Aeim doth 
not ſignify the Nature of God, but is expreſſive of 
ſome Relation, Connection, or ſome Contract in be- 
half of thoſe who ſhould put their Truſt in him. Let 
the Reader weigh well this Text, and conſider the 
Force of the Apoſtle's Reaſoning, and I fancy he will 
think with me it was very incautiouſiy brought againſt 
our Senſe of Aleim. And I am ſorry to ſee fo much 
Pains taken to —_— a Difference betwixt the Pro- 
hets and Apoſtles ; or elſe betwixt the inſpired 
Writers, and our common Senſe. For either the 
Apoſtles did not deſign Oe for a Tranſlation of 
Aleim but a Reference to it, or they have open'd a 
Diſpute not to be ended, whether we are to look on 
Aleim as a Singular, or God as a Plural; or a Singular 
and Plural to be the ſame. | 
The Defender of Mr. H—u's Plan leaves this 
Queſtion for the moderate Apologiſt to reflect on, 
« That fince e is plural, and to; ſingular, 
% whether he doth not give judgment againſt the 
„ Evangeliſts, who tranſlate the one by the other, as 
« well as tranſlate both Jehovah and Adoni by 


« 224505.” The Note, p. 55. remarks upon this, 


Should the Apologiſt reply, that the Evangelifts 
tin rendering E798 by cx, have given judg- 
« ment againſt taking * in a plural Senſe, tho” 

N * it 
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. it have a plural Termination, it might ſufficiently | . 


* obviats this Part of the n een in the manner i 
cc. is put.“ TY ati cs 7 CI ASP RY DO ICC IHE. 
If 1 am to take this; as Dr. Sharg! J Remark ; * an- 


ſeer, it is contrary to che Conceſſion in the preceding 


Page, that it was not prudent in the Zvangeliſts to BY / 


correct the LXX, and- therefore they gave no Judg- 


ment about the matter; and it is entering into a Dif. | 


pute he there thought proper to decline; and re- 


peating an Objection without taking any notice of N 
the Anſwer, which himſelf refers to. If I am to look 


on this, as indeed I am apt to do, as coming from 
the Apologiſt himſelf, becauſe it is much of à a piece 
with that Performance, I ſay, it would have made his 
Note but a little longer, had he made ſome Apo- 


logy, or aſked Pardon for that Piece of Nonſenſe, | 


and the Ridicule for it, he endeavoured to faſten on 


Mr. . for the Tranſlation of the firſt Verſe 


of Geneſis, and ſome other things in that Piece; but 


in 1 to his Reply, I ſay, that he who —_— | 


Judgment againſt taking cee in 
plural Senſe, makes the Prophets give judgment: * 
2 taking Quoc in a fingular. The Authority of 
the Prophets and Apoſtles is equal: The Holy Ghoſt 
inſpired them all, and is the Author of both Teſta- 

ments, They are but the Scribes. The Learned are as 
much agreed that MN is plural, as they are that 
Oeos is ſingular, And when ſome People have been 
as long converſant in Hebrew, as they have in Greeł, 


they will find Hebrew as intelligible as Greek, and 


perhaps a great deal more ſo. But can any Autho- 
rity whatever convince a Man that O is not plural, 
and to be taken ina plural Senſe ? And is not iO 
tranſlated by Ota in the New Teſtament? Do not 
the plural Nouns, Participles, and Verbs with Alein 
in Hebrew prove it has a plural Senſe as well as 
Termination? The Re dS — though it be plural it 

Nd moſt certainly 
5 came 


ly Þ | ile 67 bh | 
it {YN came from one - rare Ude talk 
ing about, and Are I believe I have aſcribed it 
N- 4 to its right: Author. yt Fc sic 1 03 Hs 1] 3H 
ng f The: Definition ofiny e that follows: from ,, 
to He that alone bas Autbority: and Power ; and the 
other from x:gv to-cxiſt, may comport well enough. 
iſ- vvith Jebovab either of-them ; but neither of them 
te- with NN, for V is not be that alone has Aut bo- 
of 7 rity and\Power ; and if you leave out alone, and 
ok Jy make it be that has Power, it doth not come up to, 
mor expreſs the Idea, in Febovah, which is the incommu- 
et nicable Name of God, whereas N is common to 
us his Creatures. And I preſume I might deſire to 
o- know by what Rules in the Greet Tongue xvg197 is to 
ſe; be fetched from - veer rather than xvgu, or, vier 
on verſa; and ſince it makes ſo great àa Difference, 
{ſe which of them it comes from, how it can come 
from them both 2 unleſs it has the privilege of He- 
bret Names; to own more Fathers than one. If I 
might prefume to do it, without Offence, it wou'd be 
to deſire the Doctor to look at this Queſtion once 
more, as eee eee Apoley. en | 
But,, 4. 
I. If we would have an Eye to the Majeſty. 
f the Divine Nature, It would ſeem far more 
e reaſonable to deduce N to ſwear, and 
« 2n-Oath;/ from Tide and: NR God. p. 36. 
If 198 te ſwear, be borrowed from Nh "ary | 
then God and Stwearer will come from the ſame- 
Root, and ſo the Note ſays it doth in Arabic, which 
is giving up the main Part of the Diſpute. 8so 
that here the: Doctor falls in with the H; — 
chuſes, from an Eye to the divine Majeſty, to name 
Cod Hrſt in the Conſtruction of the Word; but 
agrees directly with us, that they are the ſame 
Word; and ſince 98 amongſt Men does ſignify a 
Swearer to a Govenant,. we have the ſame Reaſon 
io conclude it — as a Name of ny 
2 5 
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the Doctor juſt now concluded: upon, that pie wa 


o:w, becaute xvpw is to exiſt. Have not all Word; 


the ſame Signification when applied to God as whe Bl 
uſed for Men, making proper. Allowances ?. Lowõ 


elſe would Deſcriptions what God 16, did, of 


Jaid, be intelligible? Indeed I look upon this new in 


uented Derivation, as giving * the Diſpute, | and | 
or 


unawares allowing, that the Words are the ſame: 


And then the Signification, muſt; be the ſame, un- 
lefs the inſpired Writers had. a mind to deceive us 
and make this a /ingle Exception to a general Rul, 
that the ſame. Words applied to, God or Man mea 
the fame Thing. The Word God cannot be ſup- 
poſed an arbitrary unmeaning Word, and thence 
made to ſignify an Oath or Curſe; or to ſignih 
God's Nature and Sovereignty, and thence applied 
to an Oath; becauſe neither his Nature nor Dom. 
nion conſiſt in ſwearing or curling. and then, tie 
d 


Word would have had another Idea fixed to It 


which would be only confounded by giving it. and: 


ther ſtill. If they who firſt applied it to God 
meant nothing by it, they were talking, like Par- 
rots. If they meant /omethbing by it, they mult 


take the Idea of that, ſomething trom Things below, 


Actions, or, Sc. amongſt ourſelves, becaule we ar: 


limited to Senſe for all our Ideas. 


The Difference of an Oath, from an Aſſeveration 


conſiſts, the; Doclor argues, in an Appeal to God, 


and taking him to record. But he that ſwear 
takes / not the Nature of God, nor his Sovereignty, 


nor Dominion upon himſelf: He cannot be ſaid to 


become a God in any Senſe, by an Appeal to him, 


or making him his Surety or Bondſman. 
hat ck is — only ſocial and common Action o 
e human Life; in which Man makes, God. a Part) 


6% with himſelf, or aſſumes God into bis Action 
A new Species of Tranſulſtantiation, or changing 


< _ 


God into an Afton, 
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Except this may be ſaid alſo of a Quaker » 
And why not of Bleſing toooõꝛ' 
The following Inference from the 1 in- 


| vented, or rather inverted Derivation, which the 
Author ſeems to „ ocker and fonder ot, as he 
| en s upon it, P 


ebe Wales l e pom 


* his Being, what wonder if the Name a an Oath 
be derived from his Name and Title, 


May be ſtrong Reaſoning; though, and I am * 


for my Incapacity, I cannot ſee any Senſe intheWords, 
© or collect what deriving an Oath from God's Being 
can mean. If it means from a Word expreſſive of 
Caod's Being, then it ought to have been derived from 
Jehovah, for that is the Word expreſſive of God's 
Being; ſee p. 55. of the learned Work before us. 
I ſhould think there is no Compariſon betwixt the 
LMature of an Oath, and God's Being and Nature. 
There doth not ſeem any Poſſibility even of ima- 


gining any Likeneſs. And tho' I do not preſume 
to think, that Dr. Sharp can uſe a Parcel of Words 
without any Meaning to them, yet I ſhould have look- 
ed on the moſt Part of what he hath been pleaſed to 
ſay, in treating of this inverted Etymology in that 
View, had J found it in a Writer of a leſs eminent 
Claſs, whoſe Work had been the Produce of Haſte 
or Paſſion; or who had no learned Friends to ſhew 
him the Way of amending what might have been 
judged amiſs, or leſs correct. And I am apt to 
think, the Doctor would have withdrawn his Ery- 
mology, if he had been at the Trouble of making a 
Trial, how the Senſe would run, if God were ſub- 
ſtituted inſtead of Oatb or Curſe, as he would have 
it. To take an Oath, would be 0 tate à God. 
To Curſe a Perſon, to God bim. To break an Oath, 
to break God. A prophane Oath, a — 
Cod. To ſwear a W to God him. A prophane 
VIE; a propbane Godder. But as the Doctor 
F 3 does 


| 1 7e 1 
3 does not mean any more, p, G0. by all. this Suppe- 
i fition, than only to try, bow far it would weigh 
is Mr. — Aſſertion, I ſhall drop it too, 


| | Nds, the Scales. 
It. is, is til behind, andd it is this: 


«, Scripture 10 reconcils us 10 the Idea, which the 
|. „ Word Aleim 2 to Mr. C — conveys, 
„ do not at all anſuer che End, for en 
1 S076; ERDG 5 Ne HOLE 
| What End. did Mr. C bring them for? Why 
[. to reconcile us to the Idea of Alein, as ſignifying 
= Perſons bound in e hs under Oath. ; With 
. their Subjetts, - L Pi x47 
N But ſays the Doctor, vi 44-4 id <9 
1 When he produces, Cen. xxii. 16. By a 
habe 1 ſworn, tbat in thy Seed ſball all the Na- 
66. tions of -the Earth ze bleſſed, to prove that Alein 
„ had ſworn, who had (as be -ſays, p. 9.) before 
the. Action of Creation performed an . cb which 
„ denominated them Aleim.— When he ces 


Contract, he ſeems to have overlooked all, thoſe 
«« Texts following in the Bible. The Queſ- 
5 tion lies here, Whether God did ſwear to Abro- 
. * ham and confirm nom by Oath, what he had 
3 4 only [promiſed to him 8 or whether God 
Ez only gave him to undetſtand what had. been con- 
“ cluded upon, and ſworn to by the Aleim, before 
che Foundation of the World.“ p. 62. 
„Tum to the Sermonz p. 9. and you ill ſes thut 
Mr. G 's Argument to- prove that thoſe Per- 
ſons who created the World had before that per- 
formed an Act which denominated them Aeim, 
is from its being ſaid, the Aleim created; which 


* that — were — when they erated; 


as: what ſeems to weigh too light to deſerve to be | 
The laſt, and a very ie Objedion ir ea, | 
„That the Paſſages. which are brought "obo 


this Text, as referring to that original Oath and 


r ˙ A 


the Queſtion wrong, when he ſa s. 


In) 
and it does ſo, as much as calling them Creazbre 
implies they were ſo, when ſo called. But Mr. 
C—— doth not bring Gen. xxii. 16. to prove that 
they had ſworn before the Creation; bur to retan- 
cile us to the Idea of God's ſwearing: To prove that 
the Aleim fore,” he ſays,” Serm. p. 10. The ſe- 
« cond Part of 'the* Covenant was, that in caſe 
« Man fell, they would put him into a Method of 
«© Salvation. To prove this; 1. The Alem ſwore. 
« This their Name ſhews; but further, Hab. i. 12. 
« Art not thou p from the firſt, &c. Jebovab 
« Alei, he who was bound by Oath to redeem 'me? 
« So in the Manifeſtations to the Patriarchs, in Con- 
« ſequence and Reference to the original Contract, 
* Gen. xxii. 16. By myſelf have I- ſworn, —and p. 
« 11. The Texts already quoted in relation to 
« the promiſed Seed ſhew this (vir, that they 

« ſwore 10 ſave Man) in part. Thoſe Texts 
then, in relation to the promiſed Seed, were only 
cited to ſhew, in part, that God ſwore to ſave 
Man. They were cited as he ſays, p. 10. to prove 
that the Aleim ſwore. This was the Part they were 
brought for, not to prove that the Oath was from 
Eternity. There are, as he Ane nt n 
Things 11 be proves; A 


0 


2 
— 


1. That the Aleim enn gh e332 Gd 224, | 
* That they ſwore to par Man ico Str of 
Salvation, Nn Ns 160 * 
3 een rity ſwore to fave Man, = 11. No * 


Uoder che firſt Head; he * Ten 


that relate to the promiſed Seed, Cen. Xii. 16. 


Pal. kexxix. 3, 4. and cx. g. So the Dodor ſtakes 


« The | Queſtion les here,” Whether God da 
year to Abraham nie, or, Weg en mona, 
{ol F 42) {2112 ; 360 He 


Ew.” 


pports hi 11 Mr. C— | 

He ſu is Inference upon Mr. O — 5 
dying. So (viz. the Hleim e the Manifea- 
tions to the Patriarchs, in Conſeguence and Reference 

to the original Contract. Mott certainly the Oath to 
— was not the original Contract to fave 
Man; the Doctor will not ſay it was; though he 
fays it was the firſt Oath of God to that Purpoſe: 
Therefore this Oath to Abraham was in Conſequence 
of the original Contract. The Covenant with 
| Abrabam was a Renewal ofthe original Covenant, 
ll it could be no more, unleſs there was no Cove- 
„ nant before, for, -with, or in the Behalf of Man. 
1 But there is not a Mord in Mr. ¶ that he thought 
[> the Aleim did not {wear to Abraham in Perſon. 
The Doctor next ſets himſelf to prove; that an 
. Oath woas made to Abrabam in Perſon ; a Trouble, 
* it ſeems, he might have ſaved himſelf, and here, 
bi in a Note, p. 64. He quotes the Remarts 
. Mr. H——» ſays,.— %ig Covenant and Oath'was 
|. but once made, but is often referred to hy this Verb 
* and Noun, viz. Nox.“ Mr. II. ſays true. 
The Covenant of Grace made between the Alein 
was prior to the Foundation of the World, as we ſee 
k in the New Teſtament, and could not have been 
| made either with Abraham or any other Man; no 
Creature could be a Party there, had there been 
i any it was to concern then in Being. The Oath 
i to Abrabam, though actually made, was not this 
* Oath or Covenant. Nor was the Proviifeto Abra- 
FE bam, Gen. xii, (and which was formally confirmed'to 
5 him, Chap. xv. by cutting off a Berith) with an 
[i ab: pronounced; I will bleſs them that bleſs #bte, 
and cunſe them that curſe thee; and in tber 3 all 
k the +amilies-of the Earth be Weſſed, this, Þ Tay, was 
| not the original Promiſe to Man. It was Preach- 
. ing the · Coſpel to Arabam; but was not che ori- 
. ginal Declaration, thar Manleind ſhould be bleſſed 
* and in him only. Mr. II fays, * If 


| every 


42S 8 — 


they done ſo. I have ſiuurn 


1731 

« every Exhibition of this Purification had been a 
Covenant, the References to them muſt often 
«have been plural, which is never found. The 
Benefits that accrue by that Covenant to Man, 
«are expreſſed by the Promiſe, Gen. ni. 13. Her 
« Sed; it ſhall bruiſe thy Head. So to a Family, In 
&« thee "ſhall all the Families of "the Earth be bleſſed; 
« Ce.“ Pinity of "the Gentiles, p. 380. and cites all 
the Texts which refer to the Oath made to Abra- 
bum. He is ſo ſar from denying an Oath, or Pro- 
miſe, or Covenant with Abrabum, that he ſays, it 
was an Exhibition of the Original, and Mr. Cow 
ſays, it was in Conſequence of it, which it could not 
have been, had it not been really made. So that 
I cannot eaſily ſee what it was which led this inge- 
nuous and candid Adverſary into um en 1 
the Oath to Abraham. 

The Doctor ſets himſelf to convince them of 


2 which renuders | ly 
The original Word whe, in che perfill 
* Tenſe, I have fworn, when it might have been 
«as juſtly rendered in the preſent Tenſe, I fewear : 
« and which is really the moſt natural rendering. 

But they have offered at no ſuch Advantage, 
which this laboured Confutation ſeems to ſuppoſe. 
Nor would it have been any Advantage to them had 
to Abrabam, as much 
aſſerts an Oath actually made to Abrabam, as Inow 
tear to Hrabam does. If the Reader recollect 
what paſſed betwixt God and Abrabum, Chap. xv. 
before Jſauc was born, he will be == 
haps to think, that the Tranſlators have not 


ken the Tenſe, Chap. xxii. 16. referring here 


that ſolemn Contract made there with Makino 
account of his Faith, which he had now given an 
beroie Proof of in the offering up of his Son. Be 


1947] 

that as it will, whether ar be conſtrued in this 
laſt and the following Places, 2 bave ſworn, or, 1 
ſwrar, ſo largely inſiſted upon ht or ten Pages 
together, matters not one 1 bs Queſtion this 
learned Gentleman has taken ſo 2 Pains to diſ- 
euſs, and in which he has no Adverſary that I know 
of. Nor do I ſee any Reaſon to think it ever en- 
tered the Head of. Mr. H——9 or . that it 
made any Difference which Tenſe: 9 render it in. 
However, hey lay no Streſi, as they had no occa- 
wo to do, on any ſuch Difference. 1 1 1 
the Doctor will have it, p. 69. chat 
It was prudent in Mr. C-— not to 
4c further in his Citations of this kind, becauſe 
« „nt“, in the next Text he ow have quoted, 

« bad he-proceeded, viz. Fer. xxii. 5. is 
« as is moſt natural in that Place, i fear.” Dale 
This is not altogether ſo prudentiy ſaid, or fo 
wholly in that Spirit of Ingenuity and Candour the 
Reader had reaſon to expect from a Perſon of Dr, 
Sbarp's Character: It being an | Attempt to fix a 
Diece of Inſincerity on the Dead, without the leaſt 


| Ground or ſcarce Shadow of tende for it. 


If Mr. C—— prudenthy ſtopt ſhort, left the next 


Einaticn to be made ſhould betray the Weakneſs 
of his Argument, by the Word being in the preſent 


Tenſe there, one would ſuppoſe, he had laid ſome 


Stteſs upon the different Tranſlation in the other 
Places; and that he knew he was wrong in ſo do- 
ing; and was knowingly putting a Fallacy upon his 
les knowing Readers, without thinking that che 
Learned could ſo eaſily expoſe it; why elſe was it 


prudent” in him not to proceed further? Which 1 


thin is making him (it is not calling him) both 
Kuave and Fool. It is baſe and diſingenuous in 


any Writer ſurely to deſign to deceive his Readers, 


* 7 knowingly impoſe a Falſhood upon them. But 
; 1 TRAY be mittaken in my Judgment of: this Ob- 


ſervation 


þ 
4 
* 


; 
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ſervation on Mr. 8 Fruduuce, becauſe; the 
„Doctor ſays;: Pref, De Wolle bd hag) fey 

] am not conſcious that I have made one per- 
pc ſonal Reflection upon him, but hape treated him 
« with all due Reſpect and Decency. $1742; 314695; 
Sg either the above is no Rqlectian upon Mr. 
C-— or it ischis dus, or the Doctor may be con- 
ſcious to himſelf now of what he was not then. The 
grave and decent Word prudent is ſpoke in Temper 
and Sobriety, but might be attended with a Ak 
in the true Spirit of Controverſy. f. 

I would not inſinuate that the Miſtake was de- 
Ganedly made for the Sake of expoſing Mr. H—u 
and but it is a Miſapprehenſion of their 
Meaning like that ſo often rhetorically flouriſhed 
upon, and which we meet with again, . thruſt in 

and ſeemingly out of Place, in the midſt of this, 
which is another Diſpute, at p. 66. 
For the Perſons of the Godhead to ſwear by 
6 —— to - themſelves, is a Conſtruction, * 
gives an Idea the Mind cannot reſt in. 
The Mind need not reſt in it. They enge ppt 
for their own Sakes, | but ours 3 to aſſure us, not 
themſelves. They made the Covenant, or concerted 
the Counſel of Salvation between themſelves ; and 
ſwore to perform it; if not hen they made the 
Covenant ; at leaſt when they admitted into ĩt. 
So that moſt of what is objected to our Conſtruc- 
tion of Aleim falls upon that Poſition only. And 
the Texts the Sermon produces will reconcile us to 
the Idea, the Word according to it conveys; and 
do anſwer the End for which they are cited. Some 
of our Adverſaries have not reached the Merits of 


the Cauſe, but I fear this learned. Gentleman has 
(Dmooreached * in ee to come at 


141 11 1 1 | 1441 vo 1 


+3! Bur-tho? the Texts ald and learnedly criti- 


cid ee Doctor, p. 62. er eg. n 
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refer to an Oath made by God to Abraham in Perſon 
et they all ſuppoſe a prior Covenant in favour! of 
Man, and make that and the Oath to Abraham to 
be the fame in Subſtance, and would lead one to 
think that the Original was confirmed by Oath, as 
well as the Copy; thus Zuke-r. 68. 7 eq. Hatb 
raiſed up a Horn of Salvation for us — as be ſpake by 
the mouth of the Holy Prophets, which have been fince 
the World began, — to perform the mercy promiſed to 
our Fathers, and to remember his Holy Covenant: The 
Oath which be ſware to our Father Abraham. And 
Heb: 6. 13. When God made promiſe to Abrabam,— 
He fungre by himſelf. — So after he bad patiently en- 
dured,” he obtained the Promiſe. — God willing more 
abundantly to ſhew unto the Heirs of the Promiſe, the 
Immutability of his Counſel, confirmed it by an Oath, 
that — wwe might have à ſtrong Conſolation, — who 
bave fled for Refuge to lay bold upon the Hope ſet before 
us. Here the general Hope of all Believers is faid 
to be confirmed by Oath; and the Argument is, that 
we ſhould truſt to the Oath of God for it, and pa- 
tiently endure, as Abraham did upon the Oath to 
him, and receive the Promiſe likewiſe. : Theſe 
Texts make the Covenant of God with Man, and 
the Hope they have had of Salvation fince the 
World began, the ſame with. the Oath to, and 
Hope of Abraham ; and as that Covenant was made 
before the World, and the Hope was given to the 
firſt Man, we from theſe Texts may fairly collect 
that the Covenant of God was confirmed by Oath 
when firſt made; and that it was made known to 
Adam, as ſoon as he had occaſion to know it, which 
was when the Conqueſt of Satan and his Adherents 
was firſt promiſed him in the Seed of the Woman. 
By the Covenant, Jehovah is Aleim, or has denounced 
a Curſe on all who do not keep it. And we may juſtly 
Jook for the Date of the Alab in the Covenant, of 
which it was ſo material a Part. But I believe I need 
. 5 ova! M99 he 


* 
not ſpend many more Words on this Head ; the 
3 of the Covenant of Grace, and direct 
Meaning of rh and Intent of denouncing it, will 
{et all theſe Altercations aſi de. 

And tho! a Proof from yat2),.that God has ſworn 
ſeveral times ſince © the Creation, is no proof that 
ehe is ſtiled Aleim from having ſworn before the 
« Creation, p. 20.“ Yet it will reconcile us to the 

Idea or Meaning of Aleim, when applied to God, as 
Perſons who have denounced a Curſe, and bound them - 
ſelves to Man, and Man to themſelves under the 
Penalty of it, or that have laid themſelves and us 
under an Oath 70 confirm all the Words of the Law 
to do them.; Becauſe whether it was in Time or be- 
fore Lime that they did it, their really having done 
ſo takes off all that Repugnancy to our natural Ideas 
of Cod, which this low Condeſcenſion ſeems to carry 

ong with it. And there ſeems to be further Rea- 
ſon to ſuppoſe the Aab was pronounced when the 

Covenant was made, beſides the Cuſtom, of ratifying 
Covenants, by it, that though Man was not then in 
Being, yet the Enemy of Man was. He or they 
againſt - whom the War, the Bann was denounced, 
as Promoters and chief Abettors of the Rebellion, 
who made it neceſſary for Jehovah to become Aleirm, 
to join with Man in the War, were then in Being. 

Ihe Doctor began his Enquiry into the true Im- 
port of the Noun MIN, with laying down a Diſtincti- 
on betwixt it. and Ma, an Oath, which I gave the 
Examination of the other Word the Preference to; 
and ſhall now enquire into the true Import of, 


han hs and tenets inafbeibour 
— make no doubt but that theſe two Words do 
differ in their original Senſe, or radical Meaning, they 
are ſo widely different in their radical Letters. And 
tho' I think, 7h % are uſed indifferently in Scripture to 
Anh the ſame ling, yet 1, have the Plealure of 
agreeing with the Doctor, that Ke agg 
, . « There 


- * — . * — — — — n BD 
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3 « There is groun for preſuming, that they are not 
« ſynonimous Terms.” p. 24. But I cannot agree 
with him, that the difference between them is, that 
ehe is a Curſe denounced upon others; 


« gya an Imprecation of Evil upon one's ſelf.“ 


25. JE | TIZIG. 3\4 | | . 
s The manner of giving and taking an Oath, was as 


we have ſeen by the Magiſtrate's denouncing @ Curſe, 


and the Subjects ſaying Amen to it. So that Sub- 


jects did not imprecate Evil upon themſelves, but 
only aſſented to that which was imprecated upon 
them by thoſe who were their lawful Superiors. And 
J apprehend. the Inſtance of Numb. v. 22. doth not 


ſupport this Diſtinction, but indeed deſtroys it; for 


this plain Reaſon, becauſe the Woman did not im- 
precate the Evil on herſelf, but only aſſented to 
the Imprecation of the High-Prieſt. She only ſaid, 


Amen, Amen. There is nothing in the Context to 
lead one to confine Nya to the Application the 


Woman makes of the Imprecation of the High-Prieſt 


to herſelf, or any other Reaſon, than the ſuppoſed 


Diſtinction above, aſſigned by the Doctor for it; no- 


thing in the radical Meaning of the two Words for it, 


and therefore it ſeems no more than an arbitrary Sup- 


poſition, Let that befall Thee, which befel ſuch an one, 
the Doctors calls an e, and Let that befall me which 
befel ſuch an one, MY. One would think they need 
not have gone ſuch a round- about way to expreſs a- 
Difference betwixt Thee and Me, which are no Part of 
the Verb or Noun, when. the Pronouns being changed 
would have done it. But the Diſtinction aimed at will 
not hold, becauſe a Curſe denounced on others was 
to them an Oath. And the common People did not 


imprecate Evil on tbemſelves, but only affented to 


that Which was imprecated upon them by the Ma- 


2 and in the Caſe of bearing Evidence were 
und by it, whether they would or no; and 
were equally guilty, for not ſpeaking the Truth 

after 


nnen * * 
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after they had heard the Voice of the Aab, as if they 
bore falſe Evidence; however were to bear their Ini- 
quity for barely being ſilent; ſee Lev. v. 1. But 
there are ſo many Places where this Word is uſed for 
the ſame thing as M38, viz. for the Act of him who 
denounced a Curle on others, whether as Verb or 
Noun, that the Doctor's Diſtinction cannot ſtand 
upon the Uſage of the Words, any more than it 
will be found to do upon the preciſe Meaning of 
them. Gen. xxiv. 3, 8 and 37. Abrabam made 
his Servant to ſwear. And this is twice called 
de ver. 41. Jacob fevears Foſeph. Gen. xlvii. 29. 
Put I pray thee thy Hand under my Thigh, (as 
Abraham made his Servant do when he gave him his 
Oath.) ver. 31. He ſaid ſwear unto me. Chap. 
I, 3. My Fatber made me fwear. ver. 25. 
Joſeph) yar ſewore the Children | of Iſrael. Exod. 
xiui. 19. Jeſepb had ftritly ſworn the Children of 
iſrael.” I ſuppoſe it will be hardly diſputed but 
that Joſeph gave theOath, as we call it, to the Children 
of Iſrael, as Jacob to him, which was done by his 


pronouncing the Curſe, as in other ſuch Caſes 5/ and 
is expreſly ſaid in the Caſe of Abrabam's giving his 
Servant his Oath, by calling it an Alab, Exod. xxii. 
11. The: Oath of the Lord ſhall be between them both, 
This was the T8, or Curſe pronounced by the 
High Prieſt between them, to which Lev. v. 1. Sc. 
refer. Numb. v. 19. The Prięt ſhall ſwear 
ber ; ver. 2 1. all fwear her H Yα²˙ TYAN“. Job. | 
vi. 26. Joſbun yIe# ſwore at that Time ſaying, Curſea 
be the Man:before-the Lord that, &c. Here 7 
denouncing the Curſe on others is ſaid, /ofwear, and 
ſo Dent; xxvii. 14. The Curſe denounced” by the 
Levites on all the People is by Corn. d Lapide con- 
ſtrued, the u mentioned Dan ix. 11. and con- 
ſequently Nya ꝰ is an Imprecation on others, accord- 
ing to this great Critick, we had no turn to ſerue 
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by his Remark, the ſame that MK is. And here 4 
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muſt do the Doctor the Juſtice to acknowledge his 
open and ingenuous Temper in not ſuppreſſing ſo 
great an Authority as that of Cern. à Lapide, tho 
it deſtroys the Diſtinction between the two Words he 
is ſo ſedulous to maintain. T might refer to other 
Places, but I think theſe are ſufficient to ſhew 
that the Doctor ſeems to have taken up this Notion 
too much upon truſt, -and to have thought his Evi- 
dence wou'd have proved more than it does. 

It is commonly ſuppoſed, and by the Uſage of 
the Words it appears that do and V yav' are in- 
differently in Scripture applied to the ſame thing, 
but are not ſynonymous Terms. LY 

If ya have but one meaning or Idea belonging 
to it, an Oath muſt ſome how or other ſignify full, 
perfect, compleat, ſufficient, which is the judicious 
Leigh's Conſtruction of the Word in his Crit. Sacr. 
and which is the Senſe given the Word by Lexicogra- 
phers in general; and the Uſage of it in Scripture 
ſhews it is rightly conſtrued. Leigb ſays, formerly 
there was not that Difference in yy as now there is; 
and ſays that this Word which ſignifies to ſwear, g- 
nifies alſo to ſatisfy, He to whom we ſwear muſt be there- 
withal contented. Biſh. Andrews in his Cat. But this 
will not do when it is uſed, as it ſo often is, in the 
paſſrve Voice and MAW) Which is paſſive,would mean 
that the Perſon who ſwears, and not He to whom 
be fwears, is ſatisfied. If compleat, perfect, ſufficient, 
be the Meaning of the Word; in the Paſſive, it 
is one made perfect, compleat, ſufficient. When we 
take a Security of a Perſon for the Performance of a 
Promiſe, or Contract, or would make the Evidence 
of a Witneſs legal, we do it by Oath. And re- 
quiring a Security, Bond or Pledge to make the Per- 
fon ſufficient, or fit to be truſted or relied on, 
ſuppoſes we think that there is, as on many accounts 
there undoubtedly is, a Defe# in a bare Word, Pro- 
miſe or Aſſeveration. By an Oath this Defec is 
* | ſup- 
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ſupplied. The Party pledges his Hopes in God, and 
Gad as it were his Bondſman, to perform for him, or re- 
venge the Treachery. So a Perſon ſworn is one made 
compleat, has the Defect in him ſupplied; is made ſuf- 
ficient to be truſted, as ſufficient as he can be made. A 
Mortgage is a Security for a Loan of Money; and the 
Hopes of Heaven pledged, or the Curſe of God de- 
nounced, a Security on the Perſon who ſ wears, WhO 
is thereby made à good ſufficient Man. To ſwear by 
the Lord then, is to be made ſufficient, compleat, by 
the Lord. He being (if I may form a-Word, like 
Mort. gage) Falſe-Gage, or bound to give Satisfacti- 
on in Cale of Falſehood orTreachery. And thePerſon 
who takes the Oath is alſo fully or ſufficiently en- 
abled, or qualified, to be accepted. When it is uſed 
in Hipbil, as Gen. 24. 3. PiN will cauſe thee to 
ſwear, is, I will cauſe thee to give Security, Satis- 
faction, ry in or on Jehovah, that thou, &c. 
And when Jehovah, in Condeſcenſion to us, ſays, 
WAI , By myſelf I am made ſufficient, it is I 
have given ſuch a Security, as ſhews I may be 
truſted. I have pledged myſelf, my Life, calling 
my own Attributes to witneſs to my Promiſe. There 
can require no Security to ſupply any Defect, or 
Inſufficiency in God's Promiſe; but in Law,. the 
Complement of an Oath is requiſite, and therefore 

given even by God himſelf. 1 48 
If & be a Curſe, NN Prat will be, the Se- 
curity given by denouncing a Curſe, and ſhew us the 
difference betwixt the two Words, and, the Lord 
make thee N89 that which was denounced on thee, 
and Nya the Security taken on thee, Numb. v. 21. 
will be a Repetition to enforce the Awe upon het 
Mind that ſhe was under a Curſe; but will not con- 
found-the ſeparate Ideas in the two Words, Numb. 
XXX. 14, W PAL, The Obligation of the Bond 

leems more intelligible, than the Oath of the Bond. 
MIN is the Curſe, or Wrath of God. following 
| G c 
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the proper Objects of it, and eating as doth a Canter; 
Tſai.xxiv.6. the Curſe has devoured the Land.“ We 
may apply here what Job ſays, xx. 28. The Increaſe 
of bis Houſe ſpall depart, and his Good flow away in 
the Day of his Wrath —A Waſting away or Con- 
ſumption upon them and all that they have: MN 
from M to flow, is flowed away. Such a Walting 
away or Curſe was to be upon the {/raelites and every 
Thing belonging to them, when they ſhould break 
the Oath, or incur the Alab denounced ; they were 
to be deſtroyed and brought to nought, ee Deut. xxviii. 
63. And every Particular the Wrath of God could 
affect them in, is mentioned at large on the ſolemn 
Penuntiation of the Curſe, Deut. xxviii. and fol- 
lowing Chapter, and is called at once Chap. xxix. 20. 
hen 50 he whole Curſe ; Jer. xxiii. 10.“ becauſeof 
the Curſe the Land mourneth.“ The Imprecation of 
ſuch (Ch. xxviii. 22.) a Conſumption, was the moſt 
awful, and ſolemn manner of adminiſtering an Oath; 
and laid the ſtrongeſt Tie upon the Mind, and 
might well be called, Ny2u, Satisfaction or Secu- 
rity ; or (to form another Word) the being ſecuritied, 
enabled with a ſufficient Security. _ | 
It hath been a Queſtion why God ſhould take a 
Name from N rather than y3&). Mr. B——g 
put the Queſtion firſt, and Dr. Sharp follows him 
in it. p. 77, 78. | | 
„Why , if it doth ſignify to fewear, ſhould 
be uſed rather than YA? for the expreſſing God's 
„Name:“ 
And aſſerts, as Mr. Bedford did, that 
The latter only is uſed to expreſs his act of 
« Swearing, throughout the Scripture? 
The contrary of which we have ſeen; and 
ſition of which both theſe learned Authors 


were led into from not rightly apprehending the 


meaning of Alab, Curſe pronounced, which was the 
firſt and original Oath ; and is ſtrictly only what we 
. | 7 mean 
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mean by an Oath ; yr) is only a Reference to ſome 
prior Act, or ſome other Act, which gave Satisfac- 
tion, Aſſurance, or ſufficient Credit. The Act to 
which it refers in Scripture, when ſpoke of God, is 
the Alab of the Covenant; which, (by making the 
Covenant) God denounced or laid on all Mankind. 
God did not ſay, I fwear to perform all the Words of 
the Law, but Curſed is every one who doth not 
which bound all Parties. Abimelech ſays to Jaac, 
let there be an Aab, Curſe pronounced, betwixt us. 
And yar they ſwore to each other ; they gave each 
other the Security defired, by denouncing a Curſe 
againſt him who ſhould injure the other. The man- 
ner of ſpeaking, as Deut. i. 34. & al. plainly 
ſhews that the oN was underſtood ; The Lord 
was wroth and ſware, ſaying, if one of theſe Men 
ſhall ſee that good Land. Here ſome Execratory 
Form of Words muſt be underſtood as ſpoke, or it 
is not Senfe. Swore, if they ſhall, is imperfe& by 
itſelf, and ſo the Tranſlations alter it into — He 
ſwore, they ſhall not. Aab then is the principal 
and expreſſive Word. So that giving the Title 
of Aleim to Jehovah implies he had denounced 
that Curſe, which hath the Obligation of an Oath 
on himſelf, and every one elſe that is concerned in 
the Covenant. And is the more B. Word to take 
the Name of God from, as it is ſo directly expreſſive 
of that great and important Denuntiation, which is an 
Oath ; and implies that the ſupreme Power belongs to 
him ; and as it is not applicable to Men as the other 
Word is; it expreſſing an Act of Power, which none 
beſides but the Vicegerents of God can exerciſe. Any 
one was VAWZ? by hearing the Alab; but he was not 
hx the Pronouncer of it. The Obligation God had 
laid himfelf under to Men, or rather, that God had 
laid himſelf under an Obligation to Abraham, &c. 
is expreſſed by ſaying, py Yar was ſworn to * 
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bam; andais a Word properly uſed when ſpeaking 
of the Mercy (promiſed or) being promiſed, to him, 
but doth not expreſs as Alab does, the mutual Obli. 
gation, or Tye which held both Parties. YAU?) is 
not a Covenant, & is, or is what is equivalent, and 
therefore it is N78 which muſt be uſed to expreſ 
Perſons in Covenant. 

I proceed now to the total Amount of the fore- 
going Obſervations, which the Doctor ſums up, p. 
71, et ſeq. in the following remarkable Words : 
4 1, We are not able to ſay poſitively whether 
ce M58 and ENIX be derived at all 

If we underſtand Hebrew, we are. We are as 
ſure of it as we are that M and are ſo; or 
that Writer is derived from the Verb to write, 

« — We are not ſure whether N79, though 
eit has a plural Termination, like BN, ©! and 
« {ſeveral others (in the Note 592 and JAN) 
% may not yet have the Signification of a Noun 


_«* ſingular.” : 


Man, it is true, is not infallible, and he may be 


in a Dream, when he thinks he ſees the Sun at 


Noon. But he may be as ſure that Aleim is plural, 
as he can be that any Word in any Language what- 
ever is ſo. I know not that any of the above 
Words have the Significatics of Nouns ſingular, and 
apprehend it would have ſtrengthened the Doctor's 
Aſſertion, had he been pleaſed to have proved it. 
Dis put for a Lear; will the Doctor ſay, that 
the Word hath a ſingular Signification ? Suppoſing 
now that EY were uſed for Life (which is not 


proved) in the fingular Number, there may be a Rea- 


ſon in the radical Idea of the Word as in Ye, 
and BD is Waters, not Water. It is ſaid that 
Moſes ſhould be n58 unto Pharoab, Exod. vii. 1. 
It this is applying the Word to Individuals, it can 
be of but little Service to the Argument in Hand ; 
and would have been as ſtrong had it been ſaid, : 
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will make thee d to Pharoab. He was put in 
the Place, as Exod. iv. 16. inſtead of God; which 
doth not in the leaſt affect the Number of Perſons 
ſpoke of under the Word Aleim. The Doctor's 
Argument holds as ſtrongly againſt a Trinity of 
Perſons in God, as it doth againſt the plural Senſe 


of Aeim; a Noun of Number, as Army, &c. may 


include many Individuals, and yet not have a plural 
Termination; but it is contrary to the common 
Rules of Grammar, for a plural Noun not to mean 
more than its Singular doth ; but perhaps we are 
not ſure that NIX is the ſingular of ETIR. And 
now we are got a doubting, perhaps we are not ſure 
that Oeog is ſingular in Greek, which being ſuppoſed 
to be ſo, is the Ground of all this pretended Un- 
certainty about the Number that EYNIR is of. 
Whether ſuch Aſſertions as theſe of the Doctor's 
are well adviſed, or judicious, mult be left to others 
to judge. 

Next we are not ſure how to pronounce it, when 
the Points are ſet aſide. And unleſs we are ſurer of 
the Authority of the Points, we cannot be ſure of it 
when they are not ſet aſide. | 

„Whether it ſhould be pronounced Elobim, 
% Alohim, Elabim, &c.“ * 

If the Points are ſet aſide, we might be ſure, if it 
were not faſhionable to doubt of every thing, that 
it can neither be Elobim nor Alobim, there being 
nothing but 4 Point to anſwer the o, and if we may 
not now be ſure what Hand put in the 0, I will 
grant we can be ſure of nothing. The Points make 
it read Elobim, Dr. Robinſon, Aleim; there bein 
but the five Letters, Aleph, Lamed, He, Jod, — 
Mem, in the Word; but any Man may pronounce 
n as he pleaſes for us. We quarrel with no Man 
upon that Head ; nor does it affect the Diſpute; and 
| muſt beg leave to ſay, this frivolous Cavil has 
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been ſo often repeated, and ſo often anſwered, that 
occidit crambe repetita. | 
« We are not ſure whether it ſignifies properly 
« a Judge or Judges, —or the Being that ought only 
& to be adored.” | of 1 
Then we are not ſure that God and Judge do not 
mean the ſame in Engliſp; and we are not ſure that 
there is a Difference betwixt the Participle aftive, 
and the Participle paſſrve. & is not paſſive; 
adored is: And only cannot be compriſed. in the 
Verb. But all this is contrary to Promiſe, not to 
repeat the Objection that has been made and anſwer- 
ed before, without conſidering the Anſwer. All 
theſe Objections ſtand at large in Mr. B———#7's 
Obſervations and Examination, and are ſeparately 
anſwered in our Replies. The Doctor hath left out 
the Traſh, and the extreme foul Language in thoſe 
Pieces of Mr. Bedford's, and omitted here and there 
ſome Particulars manifeſtly indefenſible, and which 
gave an ill Aſpect to the whole Argument, and has 
ut the whole together in a manner far ſuperiot 
th for Style and Method; yet is there very tt: 
new in theſe Diſſertations, as to the argumentativ: 
Part, ut metaphore indulgeam, or to ſpeak in the 
Doctor's Metaphor, It is indeed the old ſtale 


< Meat ſerved up again, with little Variety as to 


« the Diſhes themſelves, though in reſpect to the 
* Diſpoſure and Garniture of them, the ſuperior 
* Art and Skill of the Cook muſt need be acknow- 
“ ledged.*”” It is ſaid indeed that B———g had 
more Coadjutors; that may be true or not; it is 
certain he had not palled our Appetites with ſtay- 
ing. But to proceed, | 
2. We are to be contented with our Ignorance 
about this and many other points concerning He- 
brew; and had we been contented with ours, I ſup- 
ſe we ſhould have been liked better. After this 
ws a String of Whethers, which are neither de. 
3 termined, 
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termined, it is ſaid, in Scripture nor by any ſufficient 
and undoubted Authority. If we are to believe no- 
thing but what has never been doubted of, we 
ſnall have but very little left to be ſure of. Whe- 
ther Matter exiſts, and whether there be a God, 

have been diſputed and doubted of. Whether 
Moſes was inſpired, whether God can ſpeak to Man, 
nay, whether Aofes's Law was not a Puppet- She 
has been doubted of, and ſome eminent Divines 
have publiſhed their Doubts upon that Head. And 
if the Hebrew Tongue be ſo very uncertain, as re- 
preſented, there can be no undoubted Authority to 
determine any thing. And when Cbriſ and his 
Diſciples refer us to Moſes and the Prophets, they 
ſend us a Wool-gathering, to wander in a Miſt, 


| where we cannot diſcern a Man from a Tree. And 


it muſt not be ſaid here that we have the New 
Teſtament ; and though we are once referred to the 
Old, we can do without it; for the Old is the Re- 
cord; and if once referred to means bu# once, as a 
caſual or accidental thing, it is a manifeſt Falſhood, 
and a very dangerous one. The New Teſtament 
on every occaſion z and in numberleſs Places refer- 
ring to the Old, as the authentic Evidence of Chriſt, 
and profeſſes to ſay none other things than thoſe which 
the Prophets and Moſes did ſay ſhould come. 

But ſuppoſe the laſt J/hether (or indeed any of 
them) had been backed with Authorities of Credit, 
or which is much better with any plauſible Rea- 
ſons, it would have been no more than might have 
been expected, eſpecially as nothing is ſaid about 
them in the foregoing Obſervations, which the Doc- 
tor profeſſed here to give us the Amount of. And 
though the Doctor puts it among the diſputed Points, 
on which the learned and their ANG are 
equally divided;' 
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„ Whether Hebrew be like the reſt of the Oriental 
„Languages, no more than a Plank of the Ship- 
« wreck at Bapel.” 

Yet the great Ravis, who was well verſed in 
theſe Matters, ſays quite otherwiſe, that, All the 
beſt Authors do earneſtly contend to have Ebrew 
eſcape a Confuſion at Babel, Gen. Gram. p. 66, 
Ravis ſays, All the beſt Authors are on our Side, 
and let the Doctor produce one Man of Note who 
ſays otherwiſe. And I beg leave to ſay, we have 
juſt the ſame Reaſon to believe Hebrew to have been 
the Language of Adam, as we have that it was the 
Language of Abraham. - Moſes writes the Hiſtory 
of both in that Language; records their Speeches 
in it; gives them Hebrew. Names; as well as the 
Places occaſionally mentioned. Eden is as much 
Hebrew as Canaan, and Adam as Abraham ; and we 
have not one Hint to the contrary that it was not 
the Language of Adam. But the Tower of Babel 
has been a-very unfortunate Rock to the Learned, 
many of whom have made Shipwreck there of their 
common Senſe ; but I cannot find that one Language 
was ever wrecked there. 

Many may have doubted about theſe and other 
Points, and will for ever doubt about theſe, and open 
a Door to doubt about every thing elſe in Scripture, 
as long as that execrable Rabble called the Rabbins, 
are ſuffered to teach or influence us in the Conſtruc- 
tion of Scripture, in ſpite of ſo many Cautions of 
Chriſt and his Diſciples to the contrary ; and ſo many 
undiſputed Objections to them, and unconteſted Dil- 
qualifications argued againſt them, 

«2. Laſtly, —Suppoſing the Word muſt have 
<« a Root, and we muſt find it out, why may we 
ee not ſearch for it in a kindred Tongue. 

There is no kindred Tongue to ſearch for it in. 
This has been ſhewn at large, and ſhould have been 
conteſted before it had begn aſſerted again that 
there is. How a Derivation from Arabic, i. e. 


giving 
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giving the Senſe of a Word in Hebrew, from the 
Senſe of a Word that is ſuppoſed to ſound ſome- 
thing like it in Arabic, or Dutch, or Engliſh, can 
be called very ſpecious, is very ſtrange, unleſs every 
thing a Dr, Pocock, or, Sc. aſſerts, is ipſo dicto, very 


| ſpecious, If the Teſtamentum Facobi, and ſome other 


later Attempts to loſe the Scriptures in the Confu- 
ſion of Arabic do not give a Man of Senſe a Sur- 
feit, and fill the Mind of the Chriſtian with Horror, 
I muſt ſay it is becauſe he does not duly conſider 
the Conſequences, or know the Value of the rich 
Jewel they are burying under that Heap of Rubble. 
Whether it would be more to the Credit, or more 
in the Character of a Chriſtian Divine, to ſpend his 
Time in ſhewing the Certainty and Perfection of 


| the Word (and Words) of God; or their Uncertain- 


ty; in making All doubtful and queſtionable, or clear 
and plain, let any one judge. We have often called 
in this Diſpute upon thoſe who propoſe the Arabic 
Senſe of the Words, that are ſuppoſed to ſound like 
the Hebrew, for the Senſe of thoſe Hebrew Words, to 
give any Reaſon why we ſhould think them the ſame 
Words; or that the Mabometans uſe them in the 
ſame Senſe the Prophets did ? -But not a Word of 
Anſwer is yauchſated. The Doctor is pleaſed to 
lay, Note, p. 74. | | 

*« There are other Opinions (he might have ſaid, 
and Reaſons too) againſt this Arabic Derivation 
* produced by Mr. H-, - which I ſhall not 
« undertake to diſcuſs.” 

I believe ſo. Nor do I find that any Body elſe 
cares to diſcuſs this Point; but then he ſnauld have 
let the Arabic Derivation alone. For whatever 
Pains it may coſt the Arabians to blanch their 
Atbiop, they muſt do fo, before they can produce 
him for a white Man. Whether Hebrew was the 
original Language of the World, matters not a 
great deal to our preſent Diſpute, but that it By 
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old enough to exclude the Arabic, and that Arabic 
was no Language till after Chriſt, have been at- 
tempted to be ſhewn, and attentive Judges will be 
apt to ſuſpect that no great Matter can be alledged 
to the contrary, fince it is not offered at, though 
fo great a Streſs is laid upon the contrary Suppoſi- 
tion. And when the Doctor is pleaſed to fay, 

* That the Arguments built on the mere Pre- 
& ſumption of the Hebrew Tongue being the ori- 
„ ginal Language of the World, and the Arabic 
& being no Language till after Chriſt, will not have 
& any Weight in this Caſe with attentive Judges.“ 
Note, p. 74. 
Ne ſeems to forget that he fet out as an Advocate 
before a Judge, obliged to determine the Evidence 
produced in Court; and who could never deter- 
mine any Point, if one of the Counſel's ſaying the 
Evidence brought againſt him was not worth hear- 
ing; or ought not to determine the Point; or he 
was in loo much haſte to anſwer it, or any ſuch ſelt- 
betraying Plea were admitted of. The Objections 
to the Arabic lay in Court; if the Doctor doth not 
chuſe to conteſt them, let Mabomet, and his Apo- 
ftate Co-adjutors, who hatched it, keep it to them- 
ſelves, and not bring it into a Diſpute, where if it 
had ever fo much right to appear it cannot be ad- 
mitted till cleared from the Diſqualifications ob- 
jected ; for it is an Abuſe of the Patience of the 
Court to call that mere Preſumption which has not 
been ſhewn to be ſo ; as it is a Violation of all Law, 
and an Affront to the common Senſe of Mankind, 
to offer to ſet up a Copy againſt an Original. 

Were it not in a Matter of ſo great Conſequence, as 
the determining, with Preciſion, the Meaning of the 
moſt important Words Man can be concerned with, 
it would make one laugh to ſee what a Variety of 
Senſes the Arabic Doctors give the Hebrew Word IN, 


and are each in their Turn contended for, under as 
_ much 
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much ſeeming Conviction, as the l — t con- 
tend for the Senſe the Prophets give the Word. See 
p. 15. 73—5 . Gal. To worſbip, bowl, lament, 
tremble, admire, bind, bind by Oath, and no doubt 
of it, by the ſame, 4 the like Rules, they turn 
Arabic into Hebrew, come at theſe Senſes, you 
might get twenty more. Amazing ! that a Chriſtian 
Divine ſhould not ſee the extreme — what ſhall I 
call it to avoid giving Offence ? —of ſpending his 
Time in ſuch a Hodge-Podge/ of Languages to 
conſtrue the Bible by it. And that another ſerious 
and zealous Chriſtian ſhould think it conſiſtent 
with his Character either as a Scholar, or D. D. 
to take ſo much Pains to recommend it to Chri- 
ſtians not to be nice about the true and real mean- 


ing of the Words of God, when you cannot come 


at the Things but through the Words; and nothing 
can be made to accord, if the Words do not. This 
looks ſomething like what God complains of, Fer. 
ii. 13. My People have committed two Evils ; they 
have forſaken me the Fountain of living Waters, and 
bewed them out Cifterns ; broken Ciſterns that can 
Bold no Water. The Sands of Arabia can hold no 
Water; and what drains through them is hot and 
ſtinking, and can ſerve no End, but to corrupt 
the pure Water it is mixed with, 

Dr. Sharp, p. 80. cites the Remarks, p. 129. 
That Gouſſet had given us Reaſons, why we are not 
„to depend upon the LXX, or other Greet Verſions 
% nor on the Vulgate, or other Oriental Verſions; 
nor to take the Rules of Grammar from any of 
& their Rules; but to examine each Word in the 
Hebrew Scripture by the Uſage in itſelf, c.“ 
and then cries out, 

It was ungenerous in Gouſſet not to acquaint the 
« learned World, how this Art of examining each 
& Ward by the Uſage in iijelf, without Dependance 

cc On 
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1 — any Verſions, Old or New, might be attain- 
« ed to.“ 

Mr. H has been ſo generous as to acquaint 
the unlearned World with this Art. The Learned 
have no need of the Teacher. Depending upon Ver- 
ſions ſeems naturally too mean, being determined 
ſolely by the Authority of the Tranſlator; which 
we are not, when the Context, Rules of Grammar, 
parallel Places, and ſo on, ſhall lead us to correct 
the Verſion of a Word in this or that Place, and 
conform it to the Idea it has, and neceſſarily muſt 
have in others. Examining a Word by the Uſage in 
itſelf, is the examining the Senſe the Word is uſed in 
in other Inflections of it; for as all the Members 
and Parts of the Body, make up the Body and are, 
ztſelf, fo all the Derivatives of a Word may be 
called itſelf; and the Uſage or Senſe it is uſed in 
thoſe Derivatives, is the Uſage in itſelf, which is 
infinitely a more natural Way of coming at the Senſe 
of a Word in Scripture, than going to the Alcoran 
for it, or taking it upon Credit from this or that 
Verſion. 

We are in p. 80. of the learned Diſſertations, 
where, as for a Page or two before and after, a great 
Streſs is laid upon the LXX Conſtruction of the 
Word E535, and its Authority pleaded in this 
Diſpute, when but a few Pages before, where its 
Authority naturally came under Conſideration, it 
was turned off with ſaying, I am obliged for Brevity's 
ſake not to enter into that part of the Diſpute, p. 54. 
at the Bottom of p. 78, it is acknowledged that we 
have infinuated, 

That the holy Writers had their Reaſons for leav- 
ing the true Meaning of this important Word—to 
* be fetched by Chriſtian Believers from the origi- 
« nal Hebrew.” | 

Not one of which ever attempted it, as far as 
we know; at leaſt, 
| % For 
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« For ſeventeen Centuries do not appear to have 
« found it.“ | el 

And what an unpardonable Inſolence is it for any 
to look for it now, where others have ſo long neg- 
lected; and pretend to find what others never 
looked for. this Stile did ſome eminent Men 
complain of the new Tranſlation of the Bible 
«© Many Mens Mouths have been open a good 
« while, and yet are not ſtopped, with Speeches 
« about the Tranſlation.——Hath the Church been 
« deceived, ſay they, all this while? Hath her 
« ſweet Bread been mingled with Leaven; her 
c Silver with Droſs, her Wine with Water? 
“ Hath the Bread been delivered by the Fathers of 
« the Church, and the ſame proved to be lapido- 
« ſus? What is it to handle the Word of God de- 
ce ceitfully, if this is not? Thus certain Brethren,” 
See the Tranſlators Preface to the Reader, and the 
Anſwer that follows to the above Complaint, too 
long to be cited; and too home to be applied. 

Every Man may pauſe in yielding his Aſſent to 
what others advance; but according to the com- 
mon Rules of Diſputation, no one has a Right to 
defire of their Adverſaries, 
„That they would enlarge in their Proofs.”? 
p. 81. | 
Till what they have thought proper to bring, has 
had ſome ſort of Anſwer or other. The Doctor 
deſires, | | | 

« Particularly, that the Serious and Inquiſitive 
«© may be indulged in @ more ſatisfattory Account, 
than hath been hitherto given, how it comes to 
to paſs, that Chriſt and his Apoſtizs, ſhould-be 
„totally ſilent on this very intereſting Interpreta- 
e tion of Aleim, as well as on a Number of 
„% others.“ 1 va 

It is fact that they are ſo. And it is a Queſtion 
worthy to employ the Pen of a learned Man, and 

| one 
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dne ſo eminent in the Church as the Doctor him- 
ſelf. There are Faults, and perhaps ſome pretty 
material Ones in the LXX, which Chrift and his 
Apoſtles did not think proper to correct, and when 
the Doctor hath ſhewn why our Account of this 
Matter is not ſatisfactory, he may aſk for a more ſa- 
tigfactory one, in the mean time let me aſk for any 
ſatisfactory Account, why a Man of Senſe and 


Learning ſhould act ſo inconſiſtently with himſelf, 
as to aſk for an Anſwer to a Queſtion, he hath nei- 


ther Time nor Inclination to lend an Ear to? 
Brevity permits him to ſpin out ſeveral Pages in 
putting a Queſtion, the Anſwer to which he hath 
not time to conſider. Either allow we have ſatis- 
factorily anſwered the Queſtion, or ſne we have not. 
We have anſwered upon the Authority, and in the 
Words of Chriſt, that the Hebrew was the Record, 
which a Claimant under was not to conſtrue for 
himſelf. And in the Words of our own Charch, 
that . tbe LXX is not ſound and perfect, but needs 
„ in many Places Correction. And again, The 
& Seventy were Interpreters, they were not Prophets. 
„They did many things well, as learned Men, 
« but yet as Men they fumbled and fell, one while 
„through Overſight, another while through Igno- 
„ rance.”** Here none could ſo properly interpoſe 
as Apoſtles and apoſtolick Men, fay they, but 
„ making a new Tranſlation in that new World, 
e and green Age of the Church, would have ex- 
„ poſed them to many Exceptions, and Cavilla- 
tions, as though they had made a Tranſlation to 
< ſerve their own Turn, and therefore bearing wit- 
cc neſs to themſelves, theirWitneſs was not to be re- 
„ garded; cited Examiner Examined, p. 36. One 
would have thought that this might have been /a- 
tisfaffory to one who is a Pillar of that Church 
which talks in this Strain; at leaſt, that he might 


have condeſcended to have taken ſome Notice of it, 
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if not for our Sakes, yet for theirs who firſt made 
che Apology for themſelves; and indeed Truth 
and Candour required it with regard to us, when 
he was condemning us for diſregarding the Autho- 
rity of the Church on this very Head, for ſeventeen 
Centuries paſt. Beſides our own Church, I cited 
that great Critick and learned Man, Doctor Hare, 
Biſhop of Chicheſter, and then a living Ornament 
of the Church, that the LXX was an ill Verſion, 
Examiner Examined, p. 54. And if theſe Autho- 
rities are not thought ſufficient, I am ready to prove 
it by an Induction of Particulars ; if the Doctor will 
condeſcend to enter into the Conteſt with me upon it. 
This is no more than the Crambe Repetita of Bed- 
ford, who flouriſhed away upon it, not ſo rbetorie 


| cally, yet full as learnedly, and as much to the Pur- 


pole as the Doctor hath done; very poflibly the 
Anſwer may not have given Satisfaction, becauſe 
ic doth not admit of a Reply ; but for Form ſake, 
ſomething ſhould have been ſaid, by way of Re- 
ply. 

But let me not, before I cloſe this Diſſertation on 

TMX, paſs what does look like an Argument, 
P. 82. 
„ — How this ſacred Writer, who thought it 
* worth his while to interpret Melchiſedeck and 
Salem in the Greek Tongue, ſhould negle& the 
more important Interpretations, eſpecially that 
principal one of Aleim.“ 

I anſwer the LXX have over and over again in- 
terpreted, Melchi, Sedeck, and Salem, as the Apoſtle 
doth; it is no Argument therefore that he ſhould 
have corrected the LX in other Inſtances becauſe 
he followed them in this. But ſuppoſing he had 
corrected them in ſome Particulars, 1s that any Rea- 
lon why we ſhould - ſuppoſe they might not be 
wrong in others ? He explains and applies ſome of 
the Types and Ceremonies, of others he ſays, n «5: 


v 
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vv ASE KATE por, it is not proper for me, or, it it 


wot my Buſineſs to ſpeak of particularly. 


I hope none of Mr. is Friends take it 
amiſs, that theſe Objections are offered to their 
Senſe and Etymology of this Word; or if any 
other ſhould to his Conſtruction of any other Words; 
and, for my own Part, I return the Doctor my 
| Thanks for the Favour he has done us; and 
hope he will excuſe a little Freedom of eſſion, 
which in ſome Parts of the Diſpute I may have in- 
dulged, not from any the Kalt Diſrelpect to a 
Gentleman, whoſe Perſon I am utterly unacquaint- 
ed with, but for want of knowing better; and if! 
knew of any thing but what is, I do not ſay Juſtifi- 
able, but, neceſſary to the Argument and the Man- 
ner of treatin of i it before me, I would ftrike it 
out, and ſhall be ready to make all proper Acknow- 
ledgments. * 
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or | 
5E RITH, as carrying in it the Idea 6f Pu- 
rification, is the other of the two Words 
wjhich Dr. Sharp conteſts; as they - _ 
e Seemed to claim the firſt Conſideration, both 
« on account of their Import and of their 
% Conſequence in Mr. H—#'s Syſtem,” | Pref. 
« p. 16. 5 1 
| Theſe two Words ate Words of great Impor- 
tance and Conſequence, but not of that Conſequence 
to Mr. is Syſtem as is inſinuated; that, 
Collapſa ruant ſubductis Teta Columnis. 


Pray what is that Plan of Mr. H———-#'s, and 
Superſtrufture refting an theſe Corner- Stones, that 
ſhaking them ſhould ſo far weaken and diſcredit the 
whole; us to render any further Pains about it ſuper- 
fluous 2 What he builds on Aleim is, that there are 
more Perſons than one in Jebovab, co- equal, and 
who have laid themſelves under the Obligation of 
an Oath, in behalf of thoſe who will rely on them. 
The Doctor has taken great Pains to ſeparate this 
Idea or Meaning from the Word; a ſmall Part of 
which Pains, had it been taken in impartially exa- 
mining the Uſe of it in Scripture, would have ſhewn 
him its Beauty and Propriety ; and the Happineſs of 


Mr. Hs Judgment in hitting upon that Con- 
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ſtruction of it, which at once puts an End to- 
Diſpute on which the Learned have been ſo much 
and ſo long divided; and which was thought ſo 
difficult a Point, and yet a Point ſo neceſſary to be 


cleared, that like Saul, when they could get no 


Anſwer, neither by: Dreams, nor by Urim, nor by the 
Prophets, becauſe they ſought it not after the due 
Order, they have had recourſe to Apoſtates from God, 
and prepoſterouſly hoped the Spirit of Antichriſt 
eould give them that Light which they thought 
the Spirit of God had denied them. Were it to be 
proved [for I hope T may ſay it is not yet done] 
that Mr. H. is miſtaken in his Conſtruction, he 
had been but miſtaken in a ſingle Word, and the 
Doctrine would have been true, whether Aleim 
taught it or no. I flatter myſelf I have given the 
Doctor fome Reaſon to think, that though Mr. 
H 's Authority is not ab-ſo-Iute-ly de-ciffve, 
(who had ſo little of the Higb-Prięſt in him, that 
he allowed no Authority but that of inſpired Men 
deciſive) that yet his Reaſons may go further than 
was apprehended. | | 

I ſhall now enquire what Succeſs the Doctor hath 
had in his Exceptions to Mr. Hs Conſtruction 
of Berith; which he chuſes to take from Mr, G—'s 
Sermon, becauſe as I apprehend Mr. C—'s-Interpre- 


tation of Adam, Hof. vi. 7. gives him an Advantage 


at ſetting out, which he has no juſt Title to; and 
which though Diſputants will take againſt one ano- 


ther ſometimes, yet it is mere Diſputants that do 


fo, Mr. C——— conſtrues, Hoſ. vi. 7. But 
they like Adam have trauſgreſſed the Covenant; the 


TFTerms required on the Part of Man.“ I think the 
Doctor's Inference from hence. p. 85, is juſt, 


Therefore I muſt preſume Mr. ( means by 


& Terms, the Terms of the Covenant, and that Berith 


is rightly; even according to lim, tranſlated Covenant: 
in this Place.“ 3 2 
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allow that according to him, it is, and that 
it is as applicable to Adam as it is to Ephraim. But 
is Adam according to the Prophet rightly interpreted ? 
For if Adam means Men, the Gentiles, Nations; then 
this Difficulty againſt the Senfe of Berith vaniſhess 
and all that can be ſaid is, that Mr. C= hath over- 
haſtily or incautiouſly miſconſtrued or miſapplied one 
Word in a Text, which by that means turns Evi- 
dence againſt him, and that Dr. Sharp hath as haftily 
cached at an Advantage that fails him. Our EAR 
Tranſlation, wwh:ch it is but juſt and fitting to defend, 
if ſo be it is not, as I can conceive it is not, to be cen- 
ſured in this Matter, reads it ME N in this Text; 
they like Men bave trangreſſed, that is, like other Men, 
the Nations around them ; all of whom, almoſt to 
a Man, had by this time entirely forſaken the Law of 
God, once in the Poſſeſſion of their Fathers. The 
Es take upon them often tocorrect theTranflation, 
but they give their Reaſons for doing it. The Doctor 
doth not eondeſcend to make any Apology for this 
Slighthe puts upon it; but paſſes it by without taking 
any notice of it; he cannot juſtify himſelf that Mr. 
C— conſtrues it 9 becauſe he ſhouꝰ d not have been 
led by one, whom he profeſſedly writes to correct for 
having miſtaken the Lafe of Scripture z and being 
too bold and forward to give into #ovel Explications 
of it, and therefore ought to have ſuſpected the Con- 
ſtruction merely becauſe it was Mr. C—'s, l 
as the LX X have given it another turn too. But t 
Reader may ſee that Authorities, which are thought 
of great Weight when they are on our fide, are got 
over without much Difficulty when they don't 
rightly quadrate with our own Notions. I need not 
prove that Adam may be tranſlated Men, as our 
Engliſh Tranflation hath it, 10 being ſo often uſed 
for Men or Mankind, as well as the firſt Man. Nor 
need I prove that Adam is uſed for other Men, in con- 
3 to the People on A Text or two 
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however may be cited, Pſ. Ixxvi. 10. The Wrath of 
Man ſhall praiſe thee ; lxxxii. 7. I have ſaid ye art 
Aleim; and all of you Children of the moſt High ;, but ys 


Hall die like Adam, other, or common, Men; cv. 14 


When they went from one Nation to another ; from ont 
Kingdom to another People, He ſuffered not Adam 15 
hurt them. Iſai. ii. 16, and xliii. 4. I gave Egypt for 
thy Ranſom ;, — I gave Adam (Men) for thee ; and 
Peoples for thy Life. The Complaint in Hoſea is 


againſt Ephraim and Judah, the People of God, for 


tranſgreſſing the Purification, (or that which the 
Purifcation they had received as the People of God 
required of them) as Mn, the Nations around them 
had done. The Complaints in the Prophets, one and 
all of them, are ſo-many againſt them, fer walking 
in the Ways of the Nations, and doing after all their 
Abominatiens, worſhipping Idols, committing 
Thefts, Whoredom, Adultery, and Murders, that 
they need not be cited. Theſe things did not Adan 
the firſt Man, that we know of ; but theſe things 


did Men then; theſe things did the AHrians, to 


whom, as in the Chapter before, Ephraim had joined 
himſelf, and did as they did, as we know from the 
Hiſtory, What God: then tells Ephraim in the 
Words under Diſpute, is, I deſired Mercy of you 
< and not Sacrifice, and the Knowledge of God 
more than Burnt-Sacrifice ; but you have done 
like the Gentiles, trangreſſed the Purification, 


<<. broke thro* the bounds of that Holineſs, which I com- 


* manded you, and dealt treacherouſly with me; 
ye are Workers of Iniquity, and polluted with 
Blood.“ I imagine the Doctor muſt have ſeen 
the Impropriety of comparing the Sins of Ephraim to 
the firſt Sin of Adam, had he not been in too much 
haſte to confute Mr. C; and I preſume it might 
have been expected that Dr. Sharp ſhould have firk 
proved that Mr. C—— had rightly conſtrued the 


Ter, before he had drawn his Concluſion again 
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tim from his Conſtruction of it. A Man of Candout 
and Ingenuity cannot plead it was not his Buſineſs to 
ſtrengthen the Hands of his Opponent, by ſetting 
him right when he was betraying his own Cauſe, 
becauſe in this Caſe he ſuffers their Senſe of Scripture 
to be miſrepreſented, that he may the eaſier triumph 
over his Adverſary ; which is ſetting his own Credit 
above that of the Word of God. Nor will, I appre- 
hend, the Doctor plead, he did not look at the 
Text, to fee what the Prophet meant. All therefore 
that remains to be ſaid is, that Mr. C-—= has 
nghtly interpreted it; which if he has not, the 
Doctor hath built on a bad Foundation. Poſſibly 
Mr. C might have had ſomething to have ſaid 
in his own Vindication, which doth not occur to me; 
but as I think him wrong, I do for him, what I have 
a great deal of reaſon to think he would have done 
for himſelf, and what I would readily do for my- 
ſelf, acknowledge a Miſtake when it appears to me. 
The next Objection reſpects the Senſe of Carath, 
which though wherever i is uſed, except with Beritb, 
ſignifies univerſally to Jay or cut off, muſt be over 
ruled in this ſingle Inſtance ; and be ſuppoſed to ſig- 
nify co make or agree upon Terms; a wide Difference 
And the Authority of Mr. C——himſfelf is brought 
to juſtify the confounding the Senſe of it, and over- 
turn his own Conſtruction. $5 | 
„ The Word in Deuteron. xxix. 12. which our 
4 Tranflators have render*d by made, is Carath. Vet 
„Mr. C-—— doth not venture to correct, or ſeem 
to blame our Tranſlation for not rendering it, his 
* Oath which the Lord thy God cutteth off with 
* thee this Day.” p. 85. dad 
It is true that Mr. C-—— in his State of the Caſe, 
does as the Doctor ſays, apply He made it, [ in the 
Hebrew, He cut off,] to the Oath ; but molt likely 
had not the Hebrew Word then before him, or in 
his Thoughts, but took it as it ſtood in the Engl 
Tranſlation, it not being the Senſe of Carath then in 
H 3 Diſpute 


[12] 
| but whoſe the 4/ab was, that is mentioned 
in the Text, which Mr. Bedford, as the Doctor ſince, 
would againſt all Poſibilizy aſcribe to the People, and 
not Jehovah. | | | | 

It is aknown thing that two News ſhall often come 
together with a Verb after them that can't properly or 
firictly belong to but one of them, and yet that ſhall 
give no handle to the Critick entirely to explain away 
the Senſe of the Verb. In this manner our Tranſlators 
ſeem to have talzen Carath in this Text, as relative to 
both the preceding Nouns, though properly and ſtrict. 
ly belonging only to Beritb, as its Application in ſo 
many other Texts, and the Senſe they here, and here 
too, give it, ſeems to require. To make an Oath with a 
Perſon, is better, tho* not much better, Engliſh and 
Senſe, than chopping or ſtriking an Oath with him, 
To take. or give an Oath, 1s: intelligible ; but to 
make an Oath with a Man, is as remote from common 
Uſe, as taking and giving a Covenant would be. Sq 
that Carath, as the Engliſh reads it, doth not ſo pro- 
perly belong to Alab, as to Berith, and might have 
eſcaped a Metaphraſis on the Authority of this 
Paſſage, by the common Rules of Conſtruction, 
though I believe the Scripture is more exact in its 
Phraſeology than to ſtand in need of this Defence, 
as may perhaps appear preſently. | 

But by the bye, if the Doctor take the advantage 
of this ſuppoſed Conceſſion of Mr.C—'s,then he muſt 
allow that Mr. C—— has produced one Place in 
Scripture where Aab is uſed tor God's Oath; and 
he myſt retract what he ſays p. 78, that VAWI is only 
pled for Cod Act of ſwearing throughout the Scripture. 
And a great deal that is built upon that Aſſertion falls 
with it. If God made (Alab) the Oath, then it was 
his. I remark this not ſo much to ſhew, that the 
H—15 are the maſt unfortunate Creatures living; 
and are ſo unhappy as never to be in the right, which 
fide ſoever of the Queſtion they take, (which I do 
not aſcribe to Prejudice againſt them, ſo much 25 
; : e- £1 50 


F _ 
to a peculiar Dexterity in their Opponents to prove 
the ſame thing right and wrong in different Parts 
of the Argument, as it beſt ſerves the Turn) but as 
it gives ſome Ground for a Query how the Door 
could think the Text was rightly rendered, when 
he could not but ſee, that if it were fo, the greater 
Part of his other Diſſertation is overthrown, A 
the Doctor conſtrues the Text here, the 'Oazh ot 
Alah is made by Febovab, —his Alab which the 
Lord thy God maketh with thee this Day: He 
maketh the Oath with his People, and therefore 
it was his Aab; a Point ſtrenuouſly denied 
throughout the whole Argument of the preced- 
ing Enquiry into the Etymology of Aleim, ſee p. 
28 and 29. Could Dr. Sharp think that right 
here, which was fo wrong there? And yer God's 
making the Alab is here the Ground of his whole 
Argument againſt Mr. C, and on the Strength 
of which he thinks, | | | 

That the Diſpute about this Word ſhould ſeem 
* to be at an End,” p. 86. | As 

The Doctor might be pleaſed with ſeeming to 
have ſo effectually encloſed Mr. C, and caught 
him in a Snare; but where is the Ingenuity and 
Candour, which one knows not how to ſeparate from 
Dr. $harp? If Mr. ( hath tranſlated the Text 
wrong here, why not ingenuouſly give us the true 
Senſe of it, without any Regard to its Kupporting 
his own or his Adverſary's Argument? Let Trutt 
prevail with whomſoever it is found, and ef be 
ſet aſide in the Enquiry. If the Text is rightly 
tranſlated, why not candidly acknowledge before, 
that if God made an Alah, He made an Aab. Some 
Apology will be neceſſary here, as far as I can fee, 
for no body will eaſily think that Dr, Sharp could 
forget what he had ſaid but a few Pages before, 
and laid ſo much Streſs upon: Or that a Man of his 
Sagacity ſhould fee the ſame Thing in ſo different 


2 Light in the Compals of a few Pages. This can- 
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[ 194 ] 
not be accidental; God's not making the Aab is the 
Ground he proceeds upon through the whole pre: 
ceding Diſpute; but God's actually making it, 
the Ground of this. | 

But to the Text, Deut, xxix. 12, The Context 
runs thus, ver. 10. Ye fland this Day, all of you, 
before the Lord your God. — Ver. 12. That ye 

ſhould enter into the Berith of the Lord your God, 
and into his Execration (Alab) WR as (or according 
to what) the Lord your God bath cut off with ycu 10 
Day. WR ſays Marius de Cal, eſt dictio que ligat— 
interdum uſurpatur pro Conjunctionibus, po ut, '5 
quia, quod, propterea quod, N ſ%i, cum, 1D fic, ita 
imo, et pro ] capula, . N NO ficut, juxta, ſe- 
cundum, quemadmodum. And Cocceius gives va- 
rious Inſtances where "8 is the ſame as 'N, 
poteſt etiam capi pro NERD, (inter al.) 1 Sam. xv, 
20, Fer. xxxili. 22. Deut. xi. 27. Take WN 
in the Place in diſpute, in the Senſe it hath in ſo 
many others, as an Adperb or Conjunfion, not a 
Pronoun, and the Difficulty is got over at once, — 
That ye ſhould enter into the Purification of Jebovab 
your Aleim, and into his Execration (denounced to 
bind in Covenant) according as he has cyt off with 
you to-day. The Doctor will not call this an arbi- 
trary Interpretation of MN, for ſince it hath this 
Senſe in other Places, it may have it here. And it 
will only remain to ſhew the Propriety of the Phraſe, 
which js not immediately before us, the Point being 
now to ſhew, that Carath doth not relate to Alab, 
F and the Doctor hath failed in his Attempt to prove 
j that Berith may in one Text be tranſlated Covenant 
| without any Idea of Purification annexed ; ang Carath 
| in another be rendered to make, without conveying the 
{ Notion of cutting ff. | 
| I here is 3 Text produced to the ſame Pur- 
poſe with theſe, g. 118. which I ſhall take in here, as 
its proper Place. The Text is Neb. ix. 38. Becauſe 
| Call this we S v ADA) MABR D 
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(2083 
et off (viz. a Purification) in Truth, and write. 
and ſeal. Juſt as Moſes wrote the Words in a 
Book, and called upon the People to give their Aſ- 
ſent, and then flew the Sacrifice of Purification, 


| and ſprinkled them with its Blood. Of which pre- 


ſently. This Paſſage favours the Doctor's Purpoſe 
a little, as it ſtands in the Engliſh, Becauſe of all. 
this we make a ſure Covenant, and write it, and our 
Princes, Levites, and Prieſts ſeal unto it. Mr, 
H had obſerved, Trin. Gent. p. 369. that 
Berith is not uſed here, meaning I apprehend, that 
it is not ſaid, they writ the Berith ; nor does the 
Senſe require the it which our Tranſlation puts in; 
nor the unto it at the End of the Verſe: though 
ſomething mult be be underſtood after Y Y and 
SAM both. They few the Sacrifice, and writ 
what they promiſed to perform, with an Execration 
againſt thoſe who ſhould not perform all the Words 
of it. See ver. 29. of the next Chapter, and whe- 
ther our Tranſlators have (as the Doctor ſneers 
Mr. H——3 with allowing, without any Founda- 
tion, | 
6 F or ance, however, rightly uſed Covenant, 
% where there was no Berith to be miſtranſlated,”* 
May be diſputed ſtill. This was a ſolemn Pro- 
miſe to God to keep all the Law ; and they bound 
themſelves to Performance in the ſtrongeſt manner 
they were able, by Sacrifice, by a Curſe, by their 
Hand and Seal. But this cannot be properly called 
3 Coyenant ; or if it may, it is not the Berith which 
is writ, but the Curſe and Qath to walk in God's 
Law, and to obſerve, and to do all the Command- 
ments of Tebovah our Lord, and bis Judgments, 
Neh. x. 29, And yet at firſt View this looks like a 
written Covenant ; nor is it, indeed, the only Place 
that looks like it, for Deut. xxix. 21, (ſee Diſſert. 
p. 119.) doth alſo look like it. I the Curſes of 
le Covenant written (MINN) in this Book 97 the 
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Law. Bat it is not neceſſary to refer Nn to 
Berith' and not to HN, becauſe of the Termina- 
tion of the Participle in what we call the ſingular 
Number, while MN is plural; there are ſo many 
Inſtances of the like Nature in Scripture, that it will 
not follow from hence, that it is the Beritb and not 
the Curſes which were written; and in the Verſe 
defore it is the 7198 55 whole Curſe, or all the 
Curſe which is 4aid to be written, 

% Here is a Beritb written in a Book. It can- 
£ not be rendered a Purifier or a Purification writ- 
4 ten in this Book, for what mean the Curſes of 
« the Purifier or Purification?”* p. 119. 

It is not certain that it is Berith which is {aid to 
He written; and the Curſes of the Purification will 
mean the Curſes pronounced when they entered in- 
to a Purification with God, by paſſing between the 
Parts, and being ſprinkled with the Blood of the 
Purification-Sacrifice. But it was not for this Pur- 
poſe I cited the laſt Words, but becauſe of the Dit- 
ficulty thought to attend the Tranſlation of Berith, 
and which the Doctor often ſuggeſts in the Courſe 
of his Argument; whereas M114 is both Purijier 
and Purification, and the Sacrifice ; all which go by 
the ſame Name. And NY) is uſed with 9a 
Nu is uſed with FAN and other Words. N 
is Confeſhon or Thankſgiving, and is the Sacrifice 
alſo. And if you conſider the Sacrifice as a Type, 
which they all were, then it muſt be a perſonal Noun, 
or Name of an Agent, as much as Berithis. N Nat 
is literally, 4% /lay 4 Confeſſion, 2 Chron. xxix. 


31. Bring SN Slaughters, and n Confeſſions. 


Lev. vii. 15. The Fleſh of the Sacrifice n the 
Confeſſion, WIR bis Peace. NRON Sin, is uſed in 
the ſame Manner, Lev. iv. 29. He fhall lay his 
Hand upon the Head of the Sin, and flay the Sin, in 
the Place of =p the Aſcenſion, vii. 37. Nc 
D ον Pag. Peccatorio and Culpatorio; ſo in 
r | re 
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[ 107 ] 
Greeks called their Oath-Sacrifice, or the Creature 
they cut off at making a Covenant, Opxizy, i. e. 
Juratorium. The Doctor is well acquainted with the 
Scripture Phraſcology, and knows that the Title of 
the Sacrifices expteſſed the Defign for which they 
offered them; and the above, and many others, 
would make juſt the fame uncouth Figure, as, 
cutting off a Purification, trangreſſing, and break- 
ing through a Purifier, are repreſented as doing, if 
the Tranſlators had not taken a Liberty which IL. 
ſuppoſe will not be allowed us, of adding Offering 
and uſing the Word Sacrifice where a literal Tranſ- 
lation would be flat and low; and perhaps ſeem ob- 
ſcure and confuſed. Killing a Confeſſion is in the- 
Angliſh, a Sacrifice of Thankſetving, and the Head of 
the Sin, the Head of the Sin-Offering. And Ns: 
which ſignifies to cut off a Piece, or cut in Pieces, 
may as well have the Idea of ſacrificing annexed to 
it, as NAT which {imply is to 4%; for ſacred is no 
Part of the natural Meaning of one more than the 
other: But that would loſe the Antiquity of the 
Cuſtom, which is preſerved by retaining the Senſe. 
of Carath in cutting ; but it would have ſaved the 
moſt plauſible Objection to our Conſtruction of 
the Phraſe. And I beg leave to obſerve it here; 
before we enter into the Subject, that according to 
the Uſage of the Hebrew, and other ritual Words, 
we may tranſlate Berith, either Purifier or Purifica- 
lion, and underſtand it either as an Agent, or Action, 
or the bare Title of a Sacrifice, as the Context "ſhall, 
require; or as it will run beſt in- the Tranſlation. 
And the Objections which are avoided, fee p. 116. 
by uſing Terms of Purification, which the Doctor 
thinks there is no Authority for, are all avoided 
without it. | 10 . 
Theſe killing Blows being broke, we may pro- 
ceed with a little more Courage, for I muſt own 
had it fully appeared that there had been one _ 
N Where 
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| 108 ] 
where Berith could not convey the Idea of Purifica- 
tion, or Carath of cutting off, the Diſpute about 
thoſe Words would ſeem to have been at an End, 
which poſlibly it may not now be. The Reader may 
obſerve, that though the Doctor's Expreſſions are 
not altogether ſo ſanguine as thoſe we H, often 
uſe, the Air of the whole is full as ſanguine. | 
„The Matter might ſeem fairly enough to be 
cc reſted here, at leaſt till the two Texts above 


< mentioned are cleared up—,“ p. 87. 


Which I am ſure can never be done. 

« Yet as I have no other Aim than diſcovering, 
* as far as I can, the true Signification, Uſe, 
and Propriety of N,“ 

Which J have declared, over and over again, I 
neither pretend to know, nor think it worth while 
to enquire after, as Pref. p. 21. I do not undertake 
to determine what are the true and undoubted Roots 
of either of them, ———becauſe one would not be nice 
about Words, &c. and all Men have hitherto been 


ſatisfied with the old Account, and it is very ſtrange 


that what hath given Satisfaction all along, ſhould 

not do it now, yet | | 
« will examine more cloſely into its Etymo- 

(e 33 ; 

Though were it not for the Inſolence of Mr. 

H. n, and his Followers, I ſhould not have 

thought it worth while; for had they ſubmitted, with 
oper Deference, to the Judgment of others ;, 1 


ſhould bave been, for my Part, very little diſpoſed 


to take Exceptions againſt them, or to diſcover any of 
my own Suſpicions about them, Pref. p. 14. Dy 
But to the Etymology of Beritb. The Pointers 
make two Words of this, as they do of Hlab, whe- 
ther from Deſign or Ignorance, matters not much 
at preſent. The Prophets have made no Difference 
in the Letters, and if the Context do not require, I 
do not ſay poſſibly admit of, but if the Context do not 
| re- 
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require us to give a different Senſe, Idea, or Meaning 
to the Word, in different Places, we cannot be 


juſtified in doing ſo on any other Authority what- 


ever. If it appears that a Word hath ſuch a Senſe, 
or ſuch an Idea annexed to it in ſome Places, or 
in any one Place, where there is no room to doubt 
of it; and that one Idea or Meaning will make 
Senſe and Truth in all Places where the Word oc- 
curs, there will be ſufficient Authority to juſtify us 
in correcting its Mifnterpretation in other Places, 
which give it a different Senſe. The Community of 
Idea in all Places where the Word occurs, is the 
Rule we juſtify our novel (as they call it) Interpre- 
tation of ſome Paſſages of Scripture by. The 
Holy Spirit was the Enditer of Scripture, and could 


want neither Abilities nor Inclination to ſpeak with 


Certainty and Perſpicuity. But if his Words have 
not always the ſame, but often very different, and 
ſometimes quite contrary Meanings, there can be no 
Certainty or Perſpicuity in the Writing, And as 
the Hebrew has been ſo long, and was when firſt 
tranſlated, a dead Language, nothing, but a Com- 
munity of Idea in the ſame Word, in all its Deri- 
vatives, could enable us to. come at the true Senſe 
of the Text; which we muſt have taken upon truſt, 
on the Authority of the Tranſlators only. And 
then the uninſpired Tranſlation, and not the infpired 
Text, would have become the Rule of Faith. And 
if the Tranſlation ſhould happen to become a dead 
Language, which is the ChE. of the LXX, then 
we muſt have truſted to the Tranſlation of a Tranf- 
lation; and the ſame might become again the Fate 


of the ſecondary Tranſlation, as it has done of the 


Vulgate, and ſo on. And what the Poet fays of 


Men, that every Generation degenerates, would 


have been true of the Tranſlations ; at leaſt would 
have given a Handle for the Suggeſtion ; and there- 


by the Word of God, which had received ſuch a 
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3 1118 
Blow by being changed, in its firſt Yer/ior, into 

the Word of Man, muſt have loft all its Authori- 
ty and Power, How ſhould we have maintained 
its Infallibility in a human Tranſlation ? Difficul- 
ties may ariſe about the Meaning, but if we get 
the real Meaning of the Word of God, when we 
get the Ae of the Words, it not only en- 
courages us to ſearch, but amply pays us for the 
Trouble. But now take the S S. in a Tranſlation, 
you may get the true Senſe of the Tranſlators, but 
not the Meaning of the Word of God, which it js 
poſſible the Tranſlators may have miſtaken. And 
there is fomething extremely prepoſterous in plead- 
ing the Conſtruction of the Trauſlation againſt the 
Conftruttion of the Original. By the Conſtruction of 
the Original, I mean the Senſe or Conſtruction 
which the Original confeſfedly gives of the Word 
in diſpute ; or the Senſe we are convinced the Word 
has in other Parts of the Original, which therefore 
zs #ts Senſe of that Word. And it muſt be obſerved, 
that the Verſion, whoſe Authority is pleaded 
- againſt the Original in this Caſe, bears double Evi- 
- dence, or Evidence on both ſides of the Queſtion, 
by giving the Word in diſpute, the e Senſes 
Which occaſion the Diſpute; and ſince there are 


| many Circumſtances that will help to convince us, 
' _ {that a particular Word really has ſuch a Meaning 


Jn fach Places, though we might never have 
arm of that Meaning, had not the Tranflation 
| helped us to it, we may be fufficiently juſtified in 
ſetting its Authority aſide, and proceeding upon 
the Evidence that ariſes from the Croſ5-Examination. 
Jo illuſtrate my Meaning by an Inſtance or two, 
DDD TA is Mal. iii. 2. tranſlated, the Fullers 
w2ap,; we have the Authority of the Tranſlations, 
bat DAI is to waſh off Dirt and Sin, and that NN, 


_ © Whence we gueſs, for the preſent, that in is 


. - derived, ſignifies to purify; we may therefore fee 
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reafon to conclude that EYPAID is not Fullers in 
this Text, nor Y Soap; the Words only faying, 
the Purification of thoſe that waſh or are wafhed ; 
all the reſt, (viz. that it is that particular Wafer, 
they ſuppoſed a Fuller to be, and that fort of Pu- 
rification we call Soap,) is the mere Opinion of the 
Tranſlator, who has no Right to impoſe his own 
Opinion on another, and ſhould have left it to tie 
Reader to have judged what Vaßbing, and what 
Purification was ſpoke of; the Reader will ſee I have 
not been wandering from the Subject in Hand, nor 
T hope, been talking idly, when he ſees, I have 
had the following. Conceſſion of the Doctor's in my 
Eye; and which is the next Point, the Diſpute 
calls us to. | 

„ ſhall allow fo far in Confirmation of Mr. 
« s Derivation that one Root of mm1n is 
« agreed upon; and the Senſe of the Word as from 
te that Root allowed, viz. Soap or the Means to walls 
* away Uncleanneſs. For however the Word be 
e read Boreth or Berith in Jer. ii. 22. and Mal. iii. 


| « 2. the Context will ige us to give it this Meane- 


« ing in theſe two Places.“ | | 

We are therefore agreed that Soap hath its Name 
of Berith from a Verb, that ſignifies to purify, cleanſe 
er do away Uncleannefs. Ssap therefore is not the 
Meaning of the Word; tho' Saap, as many other 
Things may, from the Idea in the Word, be called 
by that Name. The Reader will attend to this Dif- 
tinction, and I flatter myſelf think it right, as well as 
neceſſary to be made and attended to. And had 
Berith in the Texts above been rendered Parifica- 
tion, in the Abſtract, we had had its true Senſe, and 
the Meaning of the Prophets in the Paſſages, better 
perhaps than from the preſent Verſion; for there 
are various Sorts of Purification, though Soap is one 


Sort, but, I believe not the Sort the Prophets de- 
ſigned to bring to our Minds, by the Word in thoſe 


Places. 


us. 4 
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Places. If the Reader recolle&, or turn to the Paſ: 
ſages in Scripture where DAI rendered Fuller is uſed, 
he will perhaps be of my Mind: Exod. xix. 10, 
Go unto the People and ſanttify them to-day and 10. 
morrow, and let them waſh their Cloaths. v. 14. Moſet 
ſantiified the People, and they waſhed their Cloaths, 
After this God comes down upon the Mount in the 
Chariot of Fire, as defcribed Gen. iii. ult. flaming Fire, 
confined within the Cloud and thick Darknefs, and 
rolling in upon itſelf, and fpake all the Words that 
follow to Ch. xxiv. when on the People*s ſolemnly 
aſſenting to do all that the Lord had ſaid, young 
Bulls are lain, and they are purified with its Blood; 
and in general he who was to be cleanſed from any 
Impurities, natural or accidental, was to waſh hi; 
Goals and then be purified with the Blood of a Bull, 
or Ram; and in Caſe of Poverty, with that of 1 
young Pigeon or Turtle-Dove. In the Inftance 
of that great Inpurity or Imperfection, the Leproſy, 
which is compared to Snow (not for its Colour, a 
far as appears) and by what Aaron fays; of Miriam, 
Numb. xii. 12. let her not be as a dead Thing ; as ont 
at his coming out of his Mother's Womb, that half ber 
"Fleſh ſhould be conſumed ; by this it looks as if the L. 
proſy were a Figure of what we are by Nature, dead 
in Sins; or continually breaking forth into dead M orts 
like that Diſtemper with dead Fleſh riſing and ſpread- 

ing in Cakes or Flakes of dry Scurf, one upon ano- 
ther, as Snow falls. In the cleanſing, after this Im- 
purity or Diſtemper was healed, ſeveral typical Rites 
were to be uſed, the laſt of which, that was previous 
to the Purification by Blood, was waſhing themſelves 
and their Cloaths. Lev. xiv. In the Day of his Clean. 
ing he ſhall be brought unto the Prieſt ;, and the” Pritf 
ſhall go forth out of the Camp. The Prieſt ſhall con. 
mand to take Niον for bim that is to be cleanſed, 
two Birds, wild ones, clean ones, (not Sparrows as 
_ tranſlated, but) Pigeons or Turiie- Doves, and _ 
g 00 z 
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Mood, and Scarlet and Hyſſop. The Prieſt was to 
wring off the Head of one of the Birds, and catch the 
Blood in a clean Veſſel, held. over a running Stream 
of Water; then dip the living Bird in the Blood, 
and ſprinkle 4moRN him that was to be cleanſed 
ſeven Times with the Blood, and V declare him 
cleanſed : and let the Pigeon covered with the Blood 
fly gft into the open Fields; that like the Scape-Goat 
he Might carry off the Sin of the Perſon cleanſed, 
and as far as the Alluſion could go, up into Hea- 
ven with him, at leaſt out of the Sight of Men; 
for which Purpoſe the wild Pigeon was propereſt, 
as alſo becauſe they build in the Rock, as Cant. ii. 
14. My Dove is in the Clefts of the Rock, in the ſe- 
cret Place of the Tower. There needed not have 
been two He- Lambs, or two Pigeons, but that one 
could not ſhed its Blood, and after that fly off with 
it up into the Air, and ſo repreſent the coming to 
Life again of him, who carried that Blood which 
had purified himſelf and Mankind up into Heaven. 
So that the Birds are to be conſidered as one, as à 
Compound; and here the covering, dipping, or 
rolling the Bird in Blood, was doing in Type what 
is ſaid in Words of the Original, Iſai. ix. g. The 
* Garment rolled in Blood, and it ſhall. be MOW).2 
Burning, and the Food of Fire.“ As the Creature 
in the Type was killed, rolled in Blood, and then 
burnt, J. Ixiii. 1. bo is this that cometh x dyed 
with Blood, or Blood Colour? Rev. xix. 13. Clothed 
with a Veſture dipped in Blood; and his Name is called 
the Word of God. In Alluſion to this the Covering 
of the Tabernacle in which God dwelt amongſt Men 
was to be inter al. the Skins. of Rams EQT1R9 dyed 
red. Before the Perſon: to be cleanſed could be pu- 


rified with Blood, he was to waſh his Cloaths in Was» 


ter, Exod. xiv. 8. He that is to be cleanſed ſpall waſh 
his Cloaths, and ſhave off all his Hair, and waſh bim- 
ſelf in Water—on the ſeventh Day—and on the eighth 
M0 Y, 


— SLED —— 
SC ot 2 ET 
2 — 2 © _— v5 — = 


— 


«aa... 
— — 


IE. — 
2 EIS... - 


ET 2 > FF 
= ASST 3 2 
r 


3 EF EEE ST 
DIY = OR I ce 
> > _— << S ceo. —— - Dx - 


— I CE 
6 


—— A AJ 
— — av 
Fc ek La 


— 


SL YES 


VEE AE: - — —E — 


— —— . —— — . — — 
JC — 5 = 
5 * 2 o rcGGGGGGFTPTCTTCC——T——— 


3 So 


(114 ] 
Day, he ſhall take two-He-Lambs, or ver. 22. Turile 
Deves, or two young Pigeons, and one ſhall be a Sin-Of- 


fering; and the other @ Burnt-Offermg. So that here 


the Purification of & ο h thoſe who were Waſhed, 
was not Soap, but Fire, - blood, with Cedar, y 
192) and Hyſſop, Salt, Oil, and living Water. They 
might multiply theſe Ingredients, as Feremiab ſays, 
and repeat the Hpical Purification ever ſo often, but 
where Faith and Obedience were wanting, the Spot 
of Sin could not be reached; though thou waſh thee 
with Nitre, and multiplieſt to thyſelf the Purification, 
thine Iniquity is marked before me, ſaith the Lord 
God. And nothing but the Purification of Chriſt, 
and his Blood, can reach the Soul and do away the 
Uncleanneſs of it. Such Things as could bear the 
Fire, were to be waſhed or cleanſed by it ; other 
Things by Water, Salt, Oil ; Man could not bear 
the Fire, and therefore he was to be cleanſed 
by pure Water of his own applying; and by Blood, 
Sc. applied to him by the Prieft, and by the Fire 
on his Repreſentative. The Blood of Bulls and of 
Goats, and the Hſbes of an Heifer ſprinkling the Un- 
clean, ſanctiſied to the purifying of the Fleſh. This 
is the Purification, it is likely, that Chriſt is com- 
pared to by the Prophet Malachi, which Paſſage, 
ſhall take the liberty to tranſlate from the Original. 
&« Behold, I ſend my Agent, that he may prepare 
% the Way before me: And ſuddenly ſhall come 
4 to his Temple the Lord, whom ye ſeek; even 
t the Agent of the Purification whom ye ſhall de- 
* light in: Behold he cometh, ſaith Jehovah of 
« Hoſts. ' But who may abide the Day of his com- 
* ing? And who ſhall ſtand when he appeareth ? 
For he ſhall be like the Fire, ſearching, and like 
&. the Purification of them that are waſhed: And 
ce he ſhall J blow (from 2Ww3)-a Refiner and 
« Cleanſer of Silver ; and he ſhall cleanſe the Sons 
&* of Levi (the coupled one) and purge them as = 
Gol 


n 

« Gold and Silver,” (ſuppoſe it meant the Gold 
and Silver in the Temple, which was ſeven times 
tried and purified). that they may offer unto the 
« Lord an offering in Righteouſneſs,” in holy 
Veſſels, as 1/a. lii. 11. id, Be ye clean that bear 
the Veſſels of the Lord. And I hope the Word will 
for the future carry the Idea of Purification higher 
than that of a Fuller's (ſuppoſed) cleanſing b 
the uſe of Soap, or any deterſive Herb; thou 
the Doctor, p. 120. tells us, it hath not done 
ſo hitherto. And poſſibly this might be what our 
Lord meant by waſhing his Diſciples Feet juſt be- 
fore he ſhed his Blood for them ; declaring them 


qualified to be admitted to the Purification by * 


| 

Blood, who was the real Berith of Mankind. 

: I waſh thee not, ſays he, thou haſt no part with me; 

r all being to be waſhed before the Blood can be ap- 

| plied z and here he is not only like, but really, the 
Berith EDD of thoſe that are waſhed. Chriſt 
is not the Berith under the Law, but ſhall, like that, 
ſearch through. and through what it is. applied to. 
And yet he is Berith the Purification, as he is called 
our Rightequſneſs, in the Abſtract, the Way, the 
Truth, and the Liſe, all Nouns of the feminine Gen- 
der, as the Doctor imagines Berith to be, and ob- 
jets ro, it on that Account. Chriſt is not Berith 
becauſe he is compared to the Berith under the 
Law, but becauſe he is called ſo expreſsly, and the 
legal Berith was defcribed to teach us what the 

ſpiritugl” Berith is: And yet had Chriſt been only 
compared to the typical” inftitured Purification, we 
might Have argued that he is the real Purification, 
he being the Reality of all the Types. The Word 
cha _— in the Text above is uſed in 
the ſpirjtual Senſe, Pfal. li. 4, 9. Waſh me from my 

Sin, —Purge me with Hyſſop, 40 T. Hall 1 clean, 

waſh me, and T ſhall be whiter than Snow. K 
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There was a Place once or twice mentioned, 
2 Kings xviii. 7. and 1/a. vii. 3. tranſlated the Ful- 
lers Field, but more likely DQ15 MW was the 
publick Place without the City, where that Cere- 
mony was performed; for the Prieſt was to go out 
without the Camp te them, fearch if they were 
cured, and then it they were, they were to waſh 
themſelves, and be brought within the Camp to 
the Door of the Tabernacle, with their Sin and 
Burnt-Offering. And there Iſaiab was ordered to 
meet Abaz; when, as after a ſolemn Humihation, 
he promiſed him in the Name of God, the great 
Atonement for Sin, the Emanuel, the great Com- 
pound Sacrifice for Sin, whoſe Blood was to avert 
eternal Deſtruction, a Figure of which was now 
given them in their Deliverance from that ſeem- 
ingly inevitable Deſtruction that hung over them 
from the Kings of AMhria and J/rael in Confederacy 
againſt them. But to return to the Derivation of 
the Word, now we have ſeen what the Thing 
was. 

There being a Word that ſignifies to purify, 
from whence Purification is derived, whatever is 
called by that Name, will leave but little Diſpute; 
nay, no doubt at all, but that it is called ſo, be- 
cauſe it does puriſy; and if it is applied to twenty 
different things, all of which are remarkable for 
cleanſing, Cleanſer, or Puriſication (in the Abſtract) 
will be the trueſt Conſtruction of the Word. Aſhes, 
Nitre, or any other Species of Salt, Oil, Wa- 

5 cleanſe ; and they ſingle, 
or in Compoſition, may be uſed for that Purpoſe; 
but Berith is neither Aſhes, Salt, Blood, or, Cc. 
though Alhes, Salt, and Blood are a Purifica- 
dion. SOFT, 
It is true as the Doctor ſhews, p. 88. that the 
Learned have given various Etymologies of the 
Root (or Meaning) of Berih ; or have fetched it, 

. one 
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one from one Root, and one from another; and have 
p given various Reaſons for the ſame Etymology : 
As they have allo given various Senſes to 73, 
which all of them, in general, allow to be the Root 
of it in two Places. But what the Doctor means 
by the Diſtinction, the Senſe of Smegma, Soap, or 
even Purifier in general, is not ſo true, becauſe the 
Senſe of Smegma, is Purification in general; and 
he makes a Diſtinction where there is no Difference; 
and would ſeem to weaken the Force of that plain 
obvious Inference, that if Ha be from , which 
is agreed on all hands in the two Places above, as 
ſignifying to cleanſe or purify, the Senſe of Soap 
muſt be, and that unavoidably, Purification. I 
ſhall paſs for the preſent the ſtrict Meaning of , 
and go on to p. 95. that I may keep the ſame Point 
in View, which the Doctor calls, | 
« Vocis Homonymid, viz. Whether Berith do 
« really ſignify, always, he ſame Thing; or in 
Mr. C—'s Phraſe, convey always the ſame Idea.“ 
It the Doctor mean any thing elſe by he ſame Thing, 
than the ſame Idea, I apprehend he is miſtaken, 
£ becauſe Purification, or Beritb, doth not mean the 
1 Thing, but the Idea, and that muſt be the firſt 
3 Thing to be ſettled. It he does mean the ſame 
if by Thing, as Mr. C—— does by Idea, which he 
N ſeems to do by adopting Mr. C——'s Phraſe, 


„ r aft Ee Sg be 


and a better perhaps even he himſelf could not 
t) have found than it is, then we are agreed ſo far, that 
85 Berith is not Soap, but Purification; and this he 
* alſo ſeems to allow of p. 88. where he acknow- 
e, ledges, that the Context, Jer. ii. 22. and Mal. iii. 
5 2, will oblige us io give it this Meaning, viz. Soap 


c. or the Means to waſh away Uncleanneſs. And there- 
a- . proceed in the Queſtion de vocis Homo- 
nymid. | 
he The Doctor ſays, 
be 1. Let it be obſerved firſt, that we have as 
it, * good Authority for its bearing different Sig- 
I 3 nifications 
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118) 
« nifications in Scripture, as we have for 
4 one, If the Context requires that it ſhould 
be twice rendered by a Cleanſer ; the Context does 
* alſo in a great Number of Places, require that - 
* ſhould be rendered by Covenant, or ſome Wor 
* that is equivalent.“ 

Here I join Iſſue, by ſome Word that is equivalent; 
and pals over the Middle of the Paragraph, that 
elf we have the Authority of the LXX, and 
« all the Verſions, Commentators: and Lexico- 
„ graphers, for its ſignifying Soap, or ſomething 
« that cleanſes in two Paſſages, we have their Au- 
„ thority alſo for its ſignifying Covenant, in two 

„ hundred other different Places.“ 

Becauſe it is not to the Purpoſe, not only from 
what is ſaid above; but becauſe of the Conceſſion, 
that we have their Authority only for its ſignifying 
Covenant, or ſomething equivalent. Now, if cut- 
ting off a clean Creature in order to cleanſe with its 
Blood the Perſon admitted into the Covenant of 
God; and bind Perſons by the Hopes of that Pu- 
rity or Purification, to keep their Contracts in Mat- 

ters of Conſequence, with each other, and making 
them One, by partaking of the ſame Blood, were 
cuſtomary, then cutting off a Purification," or in 
more familiar, though not more expreſſive Eng- 
liſh, flaying that which is to purify, is equivalent to 
making a Covenant, becauſe it was (with the Alah) 
actually making the Articles of Agreement to be- 
come a Covenant, or binding both Perſons to the 
Obſervance of them, and was uniting them by that 
Blood in the Bond of Friendſhip. That they did 
really ſometimes ſlay a clean Creature and purify 
themſelves with its Blood at making Covenants; 
is certain, Pſal. I. 5.—theſe' that have cut off 'my 
Purification by Karre or tranſlate it the other ay 
thoſe that have made a Covenant with me by Sa- 
either way, this Text will inconteltably 

prove 
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1119 
prove that Covenants were made or ratified by ſlay- 
ing a Creature in Sacrifice; which Text I do not 
recollect to have met with in Doctor Sharp's 
Diſſertation, though it ſeems to have deſerved a 
Conſideration. If the Doctor admit Mr. C——'s 
Interpretation of M712 MN in this Text, the Diſ- 
pute is over; and if he adheres to his own, which 
is the uſual one; it proves that a Covenant was 
made by Sacrifice, which looks ſo favourably to- 
wards the H———# Notion, that joining in a Sacrifice 
together, or jointly killing it, and ſprinkling them- 
ſelves with its Blood, was underſtood, as equiva- 
lent to making a Covenant, and became a common 
Phraſe to that Purpoſe; it looks I ſay, ſo favour- 
able to our Notion, that, I hope, it will abate a 


little of the Prejudice, which the Novelty of the 


Interpretation hath raiſed againſt it ; and take away 
the Handle the Uncommonneſs of the Expreſſion 
hath given this learned Adverſary of ours ſo rhe- 
torically to flouriſh upon; for how rhetorical ſo 
ever it is, it is in reality no more than Flouriſh. 
Jer. xxxiv. 18. Evidently makes cutting off the 
Berith, and cutting off the Calf the ſame Thing, — 
The Berith which they cut off before me, the Calf 
which they cut in twain, the Engliſh-puts in, when, 
and tranſpoſes the Words, but without any Autho- 
rity from the Text. From the Context we learn 
that the King of Judab, his Nables, and all the 
People, had, at the Inſtigation of Feremiab, agreed 
to let their Servants go free, according to the Law; 
a ſolemn Promiſe is made to that Purpoſe, and this 
Part of the Law is as it were re-made; it was re- 
ſolved it ſhould now become a Law for the fu- 
ture; this Covenant or Agreement of the People is, 
as uſual on ſolemn Occaſions, confirmed or ratified 
by a Sacrifice 3 they ſlew a Calf, or young Bull, 
cut it in two, and paſſed between the Parts. The 
MI 10-",#4., SPQjr22 342560903 led 
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[ 120 |] 
Blood of the Calf was, [as appears by the Cuſtom, 
though no other Particulars, then joining in the 
Death, and paſling between the Parts of it toge- 
ther, be mentioned here,] ſaved in a clean Veſſel, 
and the Parties ſprinkled with it. So that they 
bound themſelves to let their Servants go free, by 
this ſolemn Act, the Sacrifice that repreſented 
Chriſt, in the moſt Particulars perhaps of any, 
ſprinkled themſelves with its Blood, fo purified 


themſelves; ſo reconciled themſelves to God; ſo 


made themſelves one with God by the Blood of 
Chrift, ver. 10. and they obeyed, all the Princes, and 
all the People, that came into the Purification (that 
is, all that were ſprinkled with the Blood, and that 
came in between the Parts of the Calf) to let every 
one his Servant go free. But they thought worſe of 
it afterwards, and forced them to return to their 
Slavery again; and therefore God threatens them 
with Deſtruction for it. Ver. 16. Ze turned and 
polluted my Name, and cauſed every Man bis Servant 
to return into Subjeftion, Therefore, —I will give 
the Men that have tranſgreſſed my Purification, 
which have not performed the Words of [or that 
were ſpake with] the Purification which they flew be- 
fore me, the Calf which they cut in twain, and 
paſſed between the Parts, I will even give them into 
the Hands of their Enemies. It is plain that they 
made or renewed, as we call it, their Covenant 
with God by the Death of the Calf; and laying 
Berith, and ſlaying the Calf are in ſo particular a 
Manner ſet together, in Appofition, as it were, in 


the Hebrew, thaugh not in the Eugliſb, that I fee 


not how the Inferenge that ſlaying the Calf was ſlay- 
ing Berith, is to be evaded. And here again we 
ſee that the Covenant was made by Sacrifice. 

The young Bull or Calf that was cut off to ratify 
the Covenant, juſt above, was the Sacrifice that was 
made at confirming the whole Law, or . 
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all the People into the Covenant of God, or to ſpeak 

more intelligibly, into his Purification, at Sinai, 

Exod. xxiv. The Particulars of which it is worth 

while to dwell a little upon. Verſe 3. Moſes came and 

told all the People all the Words, of the Lord, 

and all the Judgments — and Moſes wrote all the 

Wards of the Lord, — and read them in the Audience 

of all the People: And they ſaid all that ibe Lord hath 

ſaid will we do and be obedient. Here is God on one 
ſide and the People on the other, God gives in his 

Terms, and the People unanimouſly and gladiy ac- 

cept them; ſo the Agreement is made, after this 

Moſes, ver. 4. offered Burnt-offerings and Peace-offerings 

of D D young Bulls to the Lord, and Moſes took balf the 

Blood, and put it into Baſons, and half of the Blood be 

ſprinkled on the Altar; the other half of the Blood be 
ſprinkled on the People and the Book, and ſaid behold the 
Blood of the Purification, which the Lord cutteth off with 

you upon all theſe Words. The Blood of the young 
Bulls, (one for each Tribe) is divided, and half of it 

ſprinkled on the Altar on God's or Chriſt's Part; and 

the other half is ſprinkled on the Book and the People. 
Both are purified with the ſprinkling, and made one, 
by being covered with the one Blood, As many as 
were ſprinkled with the Blood, were made clean by 
it, and were all one in Chriſt. Rom. v. 10. When we 
were Enemies, we were reconciled unto God by the 
Death of his Son. Ver. 1. being juſtified by Faith we 
bave Peace with God, Eph. li. 13. Are made nigh 
by the Blood of Chriſt. For he is our Peace, who bath 
made both one-—having aboliſhed in his Fleſh the Enmi- 
ty, the Law of Commandments — for to make in himſelf 
of Twain, one. new Man, making Peace, and that 
be might reconcile both unto God in (by) one Body thro? 
the Croſs, having ſlain the Enmity thereby, or by him- 
ſelf. Col. i. 20. Having made Peace tbro the Blood 
of his Croſs — you that were ſome time alienated, and 
Enemies-—now hath be recanciled in the Body of wy 
thre 
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through Death, to preſent you holy and unblameable and 
unreproveable in his Sight. Heb. ix. 13. F the Blood of 
Bulls and of Goats —Sprinkling the unclean, ſanttifieth 
to the purifying of the Fleſh, how much more ſhall 
the Blood of Chriſt purge your Conſcience ? Purification 


is the grand and leading Idea, and the important Par. 


ticular pointed out in the ſprinkling of the Blood ; 


| Reconciliation, Union, doing away Enmity, or 


making Peace, is but a Conſequence, tho* a ne- 


ceſſary one. The Book of the Purification is the 


Terms on which God was pleaſed to conſent to 
the ſlaying of the young Bull, and purifying them 
with its Blood; the Book and all the Words differ 
only as one is the Words ſpoken, and the other written: 
Thoſe Words are all that can be called the Agreement, 
League, or Covenant; and upon them, becauſe of 


them, (Hy Marius de Cal. præpoſitio pro natura Ora- 


tionis exponitur—————propter) was the Type and 
original Berith, both cut off; and to ſhew it here, the 
Blood was ſprinkled up the Words. The Book 
of the Purification (take the Word either for the 
Agent or the Action) is no more than the Words 
ſpoke or wrote, on which God was pleaſed to 
make Peace, or be made one with them, by ſanCti- 
tying them. The Blood was the Type of Christ's 
Blood; the Death of the Creature, of Chriſt's 
Death. The repreſenting the cutting off of Chriſt, and 
ſo- ſhedding the Blood that purifies the Conſcience, 
was the Motive, on which God admitted them into 
Terms with him, there could be no other; for here 
is no other Name under Heaven given among Men 
whereby wwe muſt be ſaved. Cutting off the Creature 
was the Covenanting Act; the Conſideration on 
which, and the Act by which, they were admitted 
into Covenant with God. Slaying the Creature 


was ſaying in Actions what Alah does in Words. 


And it was uſual on theſe Occaſions of coming into 
the Covenant with God, or ratifying one between 
: Men, 


a 3 © 
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Men, to uſe both. Cutting off the Creature in 4 


typical view, or as a Sacrifice yielded them that 
which purified them typically; cutting off of 
Chriſt yielded that which purified in reality; and he 
could not have purified others, or have been a 
Purification to them, had he not been cut off. It 
was by his Fleſh, by his Body thro* Death, thro? 
the Croſs, that he was our Purification and our 
Peace; ſee the Texts above. The Blood of the 
Creature was reckoned the tn, the Body of it, or 
itſelf, and the Blood was what purified. And ſince 
Chriſt was repreſented here, and the Purification by 
his Blood the grand Circumſtance marked out, 
and he being expreſly called Beritb, as well as his In- 
fluence on the Soul compared to the Influence the 
ſtrongeſt Cleanſers have on the Body, there can re- 
main no Doubt but that the Sacrifice might be cal- 
led Berith, as well as him it repreſented : Names 
being common to the Type and Antitype; to the 
Picture or Perſon it is drawn for. And if Carath to 
cut off be proper with Calf, it is with Berith ; be- 
cauſe the Creature was the typical Purification, 
as Chriſt is the real Purification. And the fame 
Word ſhall expreſs, as is ſo common in Scripture, 
both the hing, [in the Alſtract] and he or it through 
whom we receive it; our Righteonſneſs, our Peace, 
our Life, our Salvation, and ſo here our Purification. 
Berith was a proper Term for the Sacrifice on theſe 
Occaſions, becauſe it was to exhibit the Purification 
of Chriſt, which only can qualify us for Peace. It was 
thelr being made clean by Chriſt that God accepted 
their Acknowledgement of in the Death of the Calf. 
It was the Hopes of that great Mercy, and the Fear of 
the Curſe which Chriſt was made, when he was cut 
off for us, that laid the Reſtraint on the Mind. 
As the Propriety of this Ceremony, which marked 
out our Purification and Peace with God in Chriſt at 
making Covenants, hath appeared, as I hope, from 
conlidering the Meaning of it; ſo will the A 
0 
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of the Word Ya, whence Berith comes, appex 
beyond any other Word uſed for Clean/ing in the Bie 
if we conſider that, as Alah is a general Word an, 
includes all the Curſes in the Bible, and in Nature, 
ſo is NA a general Word, and includes all the Cleanſer 
in Nature, and what is expreſſed by all the other 
Words put * It is clean, in whatſoever 
manner made ſo; by Fire, -by Salt, by Oil, « 
Water, or by any other Means. It is free from 
Spot, Stain, Dirt, within or without, Blemiſh, Im. 
perfection, as Droſs in Metals, or Sin in Man, 
Nr WO, iy, DAI, pa, N. Pls PD and 
Ay beſides i are the Words uſed to ſomething 
of like the Senſe ; but they expreſs only the different 
Manners or Ways of Cleaning. Nn is to . mils ; 
Mark, to err, to ſin; and is to expiate or atone for, 
by ſubſtituting ſomething in the Sinner's ſtead, Mn 
is to acquit or declare Clean. N to dip or plunge 
in Water. Dag) to waſh Cloaths, though - uſed to 
waſhing the Heart. pa to be clear or void of: 
Thing, Crime, or Dirt. Leigh, Vacuus, Mundus, 
&c. NJ liquid, limpid as Oil, clear. pf to run, a 
melted metals ſo clean. Leigh, fudit, fundendi, 
purgavit. Mx is to ſearch into, as Fire does what 
it melts, pd is to rinſe, rub or ſcour. 2 is the 
Effect of all, made clean by any way whatſoever. Jai 
i. 25. Iwill melt out n to Purity thy Droſs. lt 
is applied to Weapons, either new caſt, or rubbed 
bright, made clean; to Things or Perſons, either s 
picked or culled out, or which are without Spot or 
Blemiſh, ſo perfect; to Words in making a thing 
Plain or clear, to declare; not ſimply, ſpeaking ct 
telling a thing, but to illuſtrate or make plain, Eccl. 
ix. 1. All this I put to my Heart, to declare all this, 
not barely to ſay it ; but to make it clear and plain ; it 
clear all this. This Senſe of i makes nothing for 
them who interpret Berith with reſpect to talking ; 3 
Covenant is not an Zxplanation or clearing up of any 


Point. Nor does picking out or culling, taking be 
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beſt from the worſt, if it do ſignify ſo, make any 
more for them who fetch it from N Selegzt. 

« Becauſe covenanting implies: Choice both of 
« Perſons and Terms.” . 
I may chuſe whom I will bargain with, and what 
Terms I will bargain on, in many Caſes ; but this 
chuſing is not the Senſe of 11, which is culling out 
good from bad, i. e. cleaning what is ſo culled out; 
and ſeems to have very little Relation to agreeing 
or covenanting, even among Equals, much leſs be» 
twixt God and Man, where the Covenant, if it be 
proper to call it ſo, is the Terms given in, and 
Benefits conferred upon Submiſſion to them. I de 
is: not find that n is ever uſed in the Bible for 
cutting or deſtroying ; 82, which is another Word, 
my WE is once or twice conſtrued fo, and by Elige twice. 
There is no Proof at all that N1AD5 is from ; 
nor does the conſtruing it ſo, make Senſe, I mean, 
ss it appears to me, Gen. xxxv. 16. There was yet 
4; WW 1.2.25, as it were, a Segment to come to Ephrath. 
uss conſtrued to chuſe, 1 Sam. xvii. 8. Go- 
nds, 8 ſays, 12 for you a Man, read this, ſancti- 


che / for you, or purify 4 Man, and let bim come and 


the be with me; it would carry the Spirit of the 
Challenge further, as it implied a Contempt of them 
and their God together. Mn is, x Chron. vii. 
bed 40. et al. applied to the Heads of Houſes, who 
as firſt- born were ſanctified, holy to God; or, it 
may mean here, clean, perfect-made Men. So 
1 Chron, ix. 22. and xvi. 41. and Neb. v. 18. Six 
of cCboice Sheep. Theſe are all the Places where the 
ec. Word is uſually. conſtrued by chuſe, though the 
his, LXX conſtrue it ſo in ſome others, as Pſal. xviii. 
127: with the choſen thou wilt be choſen ; in our 
for i Tranſlation with the Pure thou wilt ſhew thyſelf 
; 2 ure, and the Context and Senſe both, I think, give 


any it the Preference. Thoſe then who fetch s 


the MY from Jg, and would give it any other 3 
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than purify, pure or clean, either did not ſee th 
Idea in the Word, or did not attend to it; by 
gave a Latitude to the Word in ſome Places, when 
the one ſimple Idea, clean, will make the bel 
Senſe ; though | poſſibly ene Word, may not 
make the beſt Engliſh, as we call it, in al 
Places. n 7 eat is ſet up by the Doctor, x 
the Radix of Berith, which I ſhall poſtpone till! 
come to it in order, becauſe I am only now en- 
deavouring to clear the Idea of , and fhew that, 
if it be the Root of Berith, it muſt mean Purifua 
tion, and not chooſmg, Declaration, or, Ce. pro 
vided the Derivative has the fame Idea in it, its 
Root hath ; which if it has not, it might as well be 
derived from any other; and the Di pute about it 
Radix is loſing Time. 

There are ſeveral Particulars inſiſted upon in the 
preceding es which J will ſet down! in ſeparate 
A | 


1. That cutting of @ Berith, was laying a o 
fttbre in Sacrifice. 
2. That cutting off a Berith was equivalent to 
making a Covenant; though it was not agree- 
ing upon what Tetms the Covenant ſhould 
cConſiſt of, 
3. That the Creature cut off was called Berith, 
beecauſe it was what they purified themſelves 
with. It yielded thoſe Materials which /antt- 
7 to the purifying of the Fleſh, and- was cut off 
for that Purpoſe. 
4. That it was proper to call the Covetiantity: 
Sacrifice by the Name of Purification, becauſe 
they purified themſelves with it, that by it 
they might be made one with God, and with 
one another. As Chriſt made Peace through 
the Blood of his Croſs, — and them that wert 
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1 ; 
ſometime alienated, and Enemies in Mind by 
wicked Works, yet now hath he reconciled in 
the Body of his Fleſh through Death. 

5. That Chriſt is expreſsly called Berith, the 
Creature therefore that was his Type mult be 
a Berith in the ſame View, though not to the 
ſame Degree. And belides, the Uſe made of 
the Creature when lain, the ſlaying Berith, 
and laying the clean and cleanſing Sacrifice of 
the Calf, are made equivalent or ſynonimous. 
6. That Berith is the propereſt Word in the He- 
brew Tongue, as a Name of the typical, of of 
the ſpiritual Purifier, as it is ſo general a 
Word, and expreſſes the cleaning by all the 
many typical or real Cleanſers in whatſoever 
manner made uſe of. | r gp 


Theſe Conſiderations, I flatter myſelf, if th 
cannot be diſproved, will put an end to our Diſ- 
pute; and it only remains now, as far as I can 
{ce, to apply what has been ſaid, to the Exceptions 
taken againſt our Notions on this Head by the Doc- 
tor, and which I ſhall proceed to do with all the 
Conciſeneſs J can. , a8 r IT ia 

The two hundred other Places in the LXX, which 
render Berith by Covenant, having all changed 
Sides and come over to us, and admitted the 
Word Purification ; we. come. next to a Miſtake 
of the Examiner Examined, who ſays, Ve have the 
Authority of the LXX, that Berith is derived from 
a Verb that ſignifies to purify. To which the Doctor 
„„ 5 WAR PSs 

No; you only have their Authority, that 
* 71 in two Paſſages, ſignifies Soap, or ſome 
* deterfive Herb.“ . 

I fay, Les; we have their Authority that it ſig- 
nifies Purification, becauſe 19 lignifies. to purify, 
which we have their Authority for. And —_— 
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they have miſled us, as far as they poſſibly could 
by tranſlating Berith, ro (and others) Soap, yet 
they could not conceal the Idea in the Word; and 
no doubt the Eye of Providence guarded the Word 
in this and one Place more, that it ſhould not be 
poſſible for the Ignorance or Deſign of Men t 
confound it, but that the Senſe of the Noun might 
lead us to its true Radix, as the Words with it 
do to the Species of Purification intended; the Pu. 
rification EPAID, of thoſe who were cleanſe 
from their Pollutions was not Soap, but Blood, Oil, 
Salt, Water, typically applied, in Toten that Chrij 
ſhould apply them really. | wh 
Next the Doctor puts the Queſtion to the Ex: 
anminer Examined, 3 

„ Where is your Authority for correcting the 
« Senſe of Berith in any Place, where there is no 
& mention of waſhing or cleanſing ?"? 
I apprehend it is from the Places where waſhing 
or cleanſing is mentioned with it; if it is that 
which cleanſes thoſe who ate waſhed ; or if it be 
the Means of cleanſing made uſe of by thoſe who 
do waſh or cleanſe, then you have the Meaning of 


the Word; and why ſhould not Berith, after that, 


be as able to tell us its own Meaning, without the 
Help of Dag as with it, as 09 without the Help of 
Berith ? Purification will make Senſe and Truth in 
all Places where the Word occurs ; Soap in but two, 
and but very indifferent Senſe in thoſe two. We 
are as ſure that 9 is from , as we are that 
Purification is from purify. And if Purification 
ſhould occur in ſome Paſſages of any Author that 
alluded to Cuſtoms, which the Commonalty did not 
underſtand, we ſhould expect the Learned ſhould 
endeavour to explain the' Cuſtom, and not con- 
found. the Word to cover their own Inadvertence, 
or Inattention to what, on many Accounts, it might 
be expected they ſhould 1 acquainted with. 


The 
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The Doctor continues to preſs the Examiner Ex- 
amined, p. 97. | a 

« As for the LXX you have juſt as much Au- 
« ghority from them, to call what they render 
« roa, the Fuller's Covenant, as to call what they 
&« jn two hundred other Places render Aiz0nxn, a 
« Purifier.” | 
Not quite ſo much, There is no Verb from 
ro to covenant, as there is of Berith to purify. 
Beſides the Context doth not cblige us to give 
roa the Meaning of Covenant in theſe Places, as 
it is allowed it does Berith, the Meaning of Soap, 
or, the Means to waſh away Uncleanneſs : The Ful- 
ler's Covenant is Nonſenſe, God's Purification is 
Senſe, and Truth too, in many Places; and Pu- 
rification will do tolerably well in all Places. And 
the LXX& might mean Purification by Berith, ſince 
puritying Men is the Thing promiſed by the Cove- 
nant of God; and as Mr. H—— ſays, the Con- 
fuſion about the Word hath ariſen, by making the 
Weird, ſubſtituted for the Thing promiſed to be given, 
Bang for the Words of the Promiſe or Covenant; and 
thereby, they have left it uncertain what the Thing 


is. It is uncertain alſo what Berith is, Mal. iii. 2. 


according to the Commentators, and Verſions ; 
for ſome make it Soap, and others ſome deterſive 
Herb: Soap is not an Herb; and what Herb is it, if 
it be an Herb? There are many Sorts of deterſive 
Herbs. It is uncertain alſo (for every Thing the 
Learned diſpute about is always uncertain to the 
Learned) what Aiadnxn, the Word fo often uſed by 
the LXX for Berith in other Places, really ſigni- 
lies; and here the Learned have puzzled themſelves 
almoſt as much as- they have with the Hebrew. 
Word, So that it is not beyond doubt that the 
LXX meant a Covenant by the Word, though the 
Doctor takes it for granted they did.— Abner, 
Neque Teſtamentum, neque fadus, negue Pactionem 
/ynificat, ſed prout Ante citer vocts Notatio -poſtulat, 
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Diſpoſitionem vel Inſtitutionem Dei. Fun. in Parallel, 
vide Bezam in Mat. xxvi. 28. cited by Leigh, Crit. 
Sacra, with fome others to the ſame Purpoſe. And 
Luke xxii. 29. The Verb is to appoint. Now, the 
inſtituted Means of Purification, whether the Type 
or the Anti-type, is the direct Meaning of Berith , 
and if the learned Doctor had not puzzled himſelf, 
as other learned Men have done before him, almoſt 
as much with the Greek as with the Hebrew Term, it 
being a Credit to err with the Wiſe, he would have 
ſeen that the Greek Word is a very good one, for 
though it doth not convey the radical Idea in Berith, 
it leads us to that Inſtitution which does. 
IL et the Doctor then keep his Fuller's Covenant 
to himſelf, and leave us either the Purification, 
or Inſtitution, appointed for thoſe that are to be 
clear ſed. | . 

We are now to apply the Idea of Berith to the 
Word in ſeveral Paſſages where it occurs; and on 
this Oc:afion the Doctor allows, that where you 
wculd tind out the true Senſe of a Word, 

& To examine its Uſe and Force in divers 
« Paſſages, and ſuch particularly, as ſeem leaſt re- 
<« lated in Circumſtances to each other. —is of all 
e others the moſt unexceptionable Rule of En- 
„ gquiry.“ | . 

If this moſt unexceptienable Rule of Enquiry 
would but juſtify my ſetting aſide every Argument 
that depends on mere Authority, it would ſhorten 
the Diſpute very much ; but Authority is an Ar- 
gument great Men are very apt to lay a Streſs up- 
on, and reſent it as an Inſult on ſuperior Merit, 
and a levelling of all Ranks, a deftroying all Order 
and Decency, when an Inferior proteſts againſt it. 
I gladly therefore lay hold of the Conceſſion, that 
crofs-examining the Texts, where the Word in doubt 
occurs, is the moſt unexceptionable Rule of Enquiry 
into its Meaning. Let us proceed then, and here 
I lay down this Preliminary, that as in Law, bare 

* RW . Poſſeſhon 
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Poſſeſſion is a Right till the Claimant ſhews a bet- 
ter Title, ſo if a Word occurs in a Place, where 
the Context doth not lead you to its Meaning, it 
ſhall be allowed to have that Meaning there it 
certainly has in other Places. To the Places now 
where Berizh occurs on, in the Doctor's Phraſe, 


the covenanting fide ; | 
| « 2 Chron. xvi. 2, 3. Aſa ſent to Benhadad, 


« King of Syria, that dwelt at Damaſcus, ſaying, 


« there is a League (M1Q) between me and thee, 
as there was between my Father and thy Father; 


go break (Y) thy League with Baaſba.“ 
That this Paſſage ſuppoſes a ſolemn League or 


Peace ratified between Aſa and Benbadad; as allo be- 


tween Benbadad and Baaſba, is evident at firſt View. 
The Queſtion is, whether the Hebrew according to 
us expreſſes this properly, That Berith was a 


Name for the Hay Calf or young Bull which they 


cut off in Sacrifice to purify themſelves with by its 
Blood; and that they might, by ſprinkling them- 
ſelyes with the Blood, unite or make themſelves 
one by it, has been made out, I hope, to Satisfac- 
tion. As they joined in this Ceremony, or jointly 
performed it, it was Between the two; each had an 
equal Hand in it. Benbadad, as an heathen Prince, 
thought not of Chriſt in the Sacrifice, as A/a King 
of Judab no doubt did; he might, ought however 
to have done ſo, if he did not. But that makes no 
Difference as to the Intent of being jointly ſprinkled 
with the Blood, which they did as a Sign of Peace 


and Union. According then to this Senſe of 


Berith, the Paſſage will run thus, There is @ Puri- 
cation between me and thee, as there was between my 
Father and thy Father. Go break through, diſre- 
gard, caſt off from thee, thy Purification with 


baoſha, Whether Purification mean here the Crea- 


ture lain, or the Ceremony of ſprinkling with the 
Blood, it will come to juſt the ſame, You and [ 
| K 2 have. 


| * . * 9 
ny 
Ne . 8 
4 CS. % 


| 
| 
| 
| 
| 


+ < w "or oo CJ [Fr _elﬀ__CclA_C__—_C_Cln_Clnlnl__cm_mn_n—_ClnlnnnCVpc_——c—_ 
* . j 


n . 2 * >. : © 
_— — TI SG — 
- 


[ 132 

have joined in a Sacrifice, and purified ourſelues lege. 
ther ; or, there was a Purifier cut off between' us, as 
there was between my Father and thy Father. Gi, 
man break through (Leigh, irritum facere) look on 
as void the Obligation of 39g thy Purifer [cuj 
off] with Baaſha, Where is the mighty Impro- 
priety in this Way of ſpeaking? If he had faid, ] 
and you have ſigned and ſealed a Peace, go, can- 
cel, break through thy Hand and Seal with Haaſba; 
Hand and Seal would not ſignify a Covenant or 
Peace between them, but would ſo ſtrongly imply 
It, that no Body would doubt of it; and a Man 
muſt have a pretty deal of Art and Dexterity to 
make it dubious what Hand and Seal might mean 
in other Places. This Ceremony of joining in a 
Sacrifice was certainly underſtood to mean ſome- 
thing more than going to a Sacrifice by /hemſelves, 
they purified themſelves in order to make Peace 
with God; they jointly purified or ſprinkled them- 
ſelves, and the Articles of Agreement with the 
Blood, doubtleſs meaning ſomething more than be- 
ing barely ſprinkled by the Prieſt as an Act of di- 
vine Service; for A/a and Benhadad need not have 
met by themſelves or their Proxies to have done 
that. Or need Moſes have ſprinkled the Altar, the 
Book, and the People, if ſomething more had not 
been intended further than Pardon of Sins. Dr, 
Sharp hath a Quotation, p. go. which ſays, Olin 
federa ſcifſis Animalibus confirmari ſolebant, from 
Wilſius. Why then ſhould it be deemed unintelligi 
ble Language between two of the Ancients to fay, 
they had Joined in a Sacrifice together, meaning 
they had ratified a Covenant between them, when 
their joining in the Ceremony was the uſual, as wel 
as ſo expreſſive a Declaration of Peace and Friend- 
ſhip ? The Doctor aſks, ag 

„ What better Tranſlation can be found for 


« Berith in theſe Paſſages, than League? © 
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Why, the obvious meaning of the Word. That 
which explains in what manner they ratified, and 
by what Lye they bound themſelves to the Obſer- 
yance of their Leagues. | 

The next Paſſage to be conſidered is, r 

« Job v. 23. Thou ſhalt be in League with the 
t Stones of the Field. Jv ION N Dy, — 
« and the Beafts of the Field ſhall be at Peace with 
« thee,” (or as in the Hebrew; * Hohen ſhall 
be peaceable to thee) What Idea of Purification 
« doth the Word convey here?“ p. 98. 

As ſtrong a one as it does of Covenant? Unleſs 
you will fuppoſe the Stones of the Field could talk 
and make an Agreement not to hurt him, or throw 
him down; when he walked over them: Tranſlate 
this Paſſage; literally, as it ſtands, according to 
the Doctor, and it is thy Covenant ſhall be with the 
Stones of the Field. What Covenant is ſpoke of? 
Job had made no Covenant, nor could he, with 
the Stones of the Field. But it is a Metaphor I 
ſuppoſe, that the Stones ſhould not hurt him any 
more than as if they had agreed not to hurt him. 
Itis a ſtrange and forced Metaphor; this, as it 
ſtands 3 and the Comment muſt add a great deal to 
make the Language better than the Senſe. And 
not only unnatural to talk of Batgaining with the 
Stones; but ſeemingly unneceſſary, for what hurt 
do they do us? they are on many Accounts ex- 
treamly uſeful; and where they lay too thick upon 
the Ground may be picked up and thrown aſide 
for Uſe. Covenant it is plain makes but a very 
indifferent Figure here, let us ſee what Purification 
will do. I ſhall refer to Mr. Gittins who in his 
Anſwer to Mr. Bedford's Examination, hath ſhewn 
that it makes very good Senfe and Truth. He 
ſhews that {AX render'd Stone is any thing bound 
bard together, which when the Earth is, it muſt 
neceſſarily be barren. God had curſed the Ground 
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for the Sin of Man who had filled the Earth with 
Violence; but, for the ſake of the Righteouſneſs of 
Chriſt, hath taken off that Curſe; or thro* him 
ſuſpended it, with regard to thoſe who believe in 
him; and therefore thy Purification ſhall be with, ' 
or extend to the Clods of the Field, is, God ſhall 
through that Purification mellow the Ground thou 
te ſoweſt, and give thee fruitful Crops.” See the 
Paſſage at large, Anſwer, &c. p. 34. - 

Mr. Gzttins's Explanation of this Paſſage is ſo 
eaſy and natural that it might have deſerved a 
Conſiderstion, when Mr. H——#'s Conſtruction 
of Berith was objected to in it; but it would waſte 
time to cite and examine the Anſwers to old ſhale 
Objections, and ſwell the Diſpute, and therefore it is 
more prudent to paſs them by; a plauſible Objec- 
tion may be repeated, or Difficulty ſtarted in a few 
Words, but the Anſwer, which we are not obliged 
to own we have ſeen, may require a pretty many 
to get rid of it. But, | 

Once more to inſtance in a Place, where 
« Carath is joined with Berith, 1 Sam. xi. 1.— 
« the Men of Jabeſh ſaid unto Nahaſh, make a 
„Covenant with us, (55 135 550) and we 
c will ſerve thee.— Nabaſb anſwered them, on this 
c Condition, will I make a Covenant with you.” 
P. 99. 

2 was beſieged by Nabaſb, and the Inha- 
bitants being unable to defend the Town, offered 
to ſubmit on Terms, and ſay, Come to a Sacrifice 
&*« with us; let us be put under the Protection of 
„„ that Blood thro* which we are ſanctified, which 
« is to preſent us holy and unblameable in the Sigi 
* of the Aleim, and we will ſerve thee. The Idea of 
purifying by the Blood, and reconciling or uniting 
| to God, all who were ſprinkled with it, and ſo 
of courſe to each other, when jointly ſprinkled 
with it, are too cloſely connected, and too pu 
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and obvious in the Title of Beritb, provided the 
Word ever ſignifies Purification, to have admitted, 
one would have thought, of any Diſpute. How 
this may ſound in the Doctor's Ears, I can't tell; 
but it ſeems to ſound Senſe, and carry along with 
it ſuch Evidence of its Propriety, that we may 
venture to let it ſtand, as the Sacred Writer doth, 
« Cut off a Purifier 139 in our behalf, and we 
« will open our Gates and ſubmit to thee.”* - 
„How would this ſound, ( ſays the Doctor) if 
« read according to Mr. C— ?*? 

And then as if thoroughly - convinced it were 
not Senſe, becauſe not a -common Phraſe with us, 
and not underſtood, adds, | 
Whatever may be the true Etymology, of 
4, or the ruling Senſe of N15, yet the Mean- 
ing of both Words is very plain in this Place.“ 

I think ſo tao, and that it puts the matter out 
of Diſpute, that they deſired the Oblation of that 


Gacrifice, which all looked on (together with the 


Aab) as the higheſt Security, and ſtrongeſt Teſt 


of Love and Friendſhip, that could be given; and 


the Ceremonies in the Courſe of which Sacrifice, 
ſo naturally exhibited Purity, Union, and Recon- 
ciliation. | 
The Meaning of both Words is very plain, 
e and ſo muſt the Tranſlation be; elſe it were no 
* Tranſlation,”? | | 
Adds the learned Gentleman, which no doubt is 
true; but then ſhort Phraſes, that allude to known 
Cuſtoms, cannot always be tranſlated tetidem 
verbis, ſo as to convey the Idea to thoſe who do 
not underſtand what the Cuſtom was; or who have 
not annexed that complicated or complex Idea to a 
Word or Phrafe, which they who firſt uſed it did. 
And if the Scripture in one or two Places explain a 
Cuſtom at large, thoſe Places, ought, 'as they were 
deſigned, to be looked on, as Definitions of the 
| | K 4 | ſingle 
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fingle Word or Phraſe in other Places. Neither will 
any Language anſwer to the Hebrew. Its Conciſeneſs 
and Expreſſiveneſs are not to be parallelled; the Reader 
muſt firſt be acquainted with the Rites and Ceremonies 
of the Law, and the Meaning or Propriety of them, be- 
fore Alluſions to them, or Phrafes about them, will be 
underſtood; Points theſe, which our learned Chriſtians 
now-a-days, think not worth their Pains; and imagine 
they are employed more in Character, while they are 
endeavouring, under the Shelter of that Ignorance, to 
confound Explications, that may be Senſe and Truth, 
for aught they know to the contrary. 

The Doctor goes on, | 

« I ſhall content my ſelf with having propoſed 
„ theſe three Texts, yet chuſes not to be con- 
tented with them, but propoſes three more in the 
ſame Breath; where, if what he fays were but as 
ſtrongly ſupported, as it is aſſerted, that 

« In none of them can a Sacrifice be ſuppoſed 
“ to have intervened; or been folemnized between 
e the Parties, 

The Diſpute would indeed be over, and cutting off 
4 Purifier, could not mean cutting off a cleen Creature 
to purify themſelves with its Blood. 

The Places are, 
FJaſb. ix. 6. Where the Gibeonites, by Craft, make 
a Treaty with Joſbua; 1. Sam. xxiii. 18. where 
« David and Fonathan enter ſecretly into Covenant 
« in a Word; and 2 Chron. xxiit. 1. where Jeboiada 
« ſtrengthens himſelf by taking the Captains into 
Covenant with him.” 

Firſt, the Gibeonites by Craft make a Treaty 
with Jeu; might not they deſire the ſame Secu- 
rity the Men of Jabeſb did, above? Was it not 
highly probable that fuch a Sacrifice ſhould be of- 
tered for them, when they came on purpoſe to ac- 
knowledge the God of Tael?. And hew: could 
they acknowledge him, that is, by what * 


—_ —_—— » » hk. 4d dt. 
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Act in thoſe Days but by Sacrifice? and wete nos 
Covenants formerly confirmed by Sacrifices? See 
various Quotations to this purpoſe in the learned 
Work before us, p. 90. et ſeq. Olim fædera ſciſſis 


animalibus, confirmari ſolenmter ſolebant— in fæderibus 
ſemper aliguid exſcindebatur & occid ebatur— in fædere 
ſanciendo cæderentur vitime. I ſhall cite one or two 
more; 71v e ogxos xy w GN ,Euñͤsaui. Herod, 
J. 4. Peculiariter onvoJz dicuntur libationes quæ 
fœderibus et induciis ſanciendis adhibentur, et fre- 
quentius ſic ipſæ induciæ et fœdera appellantur 
intercedente libatione ſancita, ut Xen. Hell. 3. 
reren GUN dg £40 He. Sic et apud 
Thuc. Plut. Herodian, & c. ſee Scapn/a. This was not 
confounding the meaning of onodz; does be cbuſe 
4 Sacrifice or War ?. is as intelligible, as will be have 
Peace or War? jr Scapula conſtrues, ſacri- 
ficor, mactor, et immolor. Euripides uſes onundes 
reubeu, becauſe cutting the Sacrifice was the Oath in 
Action; ſo Plutarch, t6xxero d oQa yur opxwoc TA 
ev. j to bind by a Sacrifice in an Oath, that 
offering the Sacrifice, and cutting it in Pieces, was 
looked upon as making an Oath; and was a Cove» 
nant in 47:0n, as ours are now made in #riting by 
Signing and Sealing. With what Appearance of 
Truth and Propriety doth the Doctor then aſſert, 
that in zone of the above Inſtances, can @ Sacrifice be 
ſuppoſed to have intervened; and conſiſtently with 
himfelf remark, EN 1 2 
Or, it ſuch Rite or Ceremony may be ſuppoſed, 
« (as what may not be ſuppoſed, when one hath a 
mind to it, that is not impoſſible ?) yet it amounts 
to no more than a groundleſs Suppolition.”” 


This is not the firſt Time, by ſeveral, that the Nete 
and the Text contradict each other, and therefore 
there ſeems ſome Reaſon to ſuſpect that they are from 


different. Hands, I do not pretend to gueſs: who 


the Notes were added by, but it is evident the Au- 
'B& 5 thor 


| 
| 
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thor of the Text, and the Aunotator, looked different 
Ways; or each contrary to the Apaſtolical Rule, on 
bis own things, but not on the things of the other, to 
tee how they would quadrate. It Covenants were for- 
merly always attended with Sacrifices, why ſhould it 

be called a groundleſs Suppaſition to ſay that ſuch a 
Rite or Ceremony intervened between Joſhua and 
the Gibeonites on ſo ſolemn an Occaſion, and to the 
Gibeonites of that Conſequence and Importance? And 
it looks as if the League between them was con- 
firmed in the never. failing cuſtomary Way, (ſee the 
Citations above) ſince God, ſo many years after, as 
in the Days of David, revenged the Breach of this 
Publick and National League ſo ſeverely on the 
Family of Sau!, who may be ſuppoſed to have been 
enriched with the ſpoils of the Grbeonites, whom, it. 
is ſaid, he flew, He and his bloody Houſe, in his Zeal 
to [/rael. And there is very good Reaſon from ver. 
x5. to conclude, had we met with the Phraſe in no 
other Place of Scripture than this, that making a 
League or Peace was ſomething different from cut- 
ting off a Berith. Jofſoua made Peace with them, and 
cut off a Purifier for them; and the Princes of the 
Congregation ſware unto them, laid themſelves under 
an Execration to keep it. Making a Peace and mak- 
ing a League, are ſo much the ſame thing here, and 
the Tautology 1a flat and unneceſſary, that it may 
juſtify my putting in the Claim of prior Poſſeſſion 
in the behalf of 112 NAD, as ſignifying what the 
Words do elſewhere. And I hope the Doctor will 
' ſoften a little his Reflection, that the Suppoſition of 
a Sacrifice, on this Occaſion, being ſolemnized be- 
tween the Embaſſadors of a ( ſuppoſed) great Na- 
tion, and the Princes of. Iſrael, is ſuppoſing ſome- 
thing next to impoſſible. And I appeal to the learned 
Perſon wholg uſetul Notes on this Head, I return 
my thanks for, whether it is impoſſible to ſuppoſe 


that there was a Sacrifice here. 
LEE, | The 
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The next Text i is, 

* 1 Sam. xxiii. 18. Where David and Jonathan 
« enter ſecretly into Covenant in a M 

The Text ſays nothing about their doing i it ſecret- 
ly. Jonathan it is likely concealed his going down 
to David from his Father Saul, and had Senſe enough 
to ſee that his Father was fighting againſt God, 
who had decreed the Kingdom to David, and though 
Heir-apparent himſelf to the Crown, gave up all hopes 
of the Succeſſion; but was willing to ſecure him- 
ſelf and Children a Share in David's Affections; ou 
ſbalt be King over Iſrael, and I will be next unto thee, 
ſays he, and that alſo Saul my Father  knoweth; 
and they two M92 Y before the Lord. Chap. 
xx. 8. David ſays to Jonathan, thou haſt brought * 
Servant into the Berith of Febovab with thee; — 
ſeems to make it probable, that Carath Berith be- 
tween them was ſomething different from waking a 
Covenant between them, fince it was bringing him 
into the Berith of God with him. And this looks 
favourable to our Conſtruction, that cutting off 4 
Berith was doing ſome Act that united them to 
God and to each other at the ſame time, which I 
preſume it will not be ſaid a bare League did do; 
but ſprinkling each other with the * of Berith 
moſt certainly did. 
The Tranſlation ſays, Jonat ban out HY to 
David into the Mood. And I ſuppoſe in a Word 
in the laſt Citation from Dr. Sharp is a falſe Print, 
for in a Wood, David and Jonathan enter ſe- 
« cretly into Covenant in a Mood.“ If their being 
in a Wood is to juſtify the Seerecy and Privacy of the 
Covenant, that it can't be ſuppoſed that two Per- 
ſons who were ſlid off into a Thicket, that they might 
not be ſeen, ſhould have an Opportunity of offerin 
a Sacrifice, if that were the Reaſoning deſigned, 7 
ſhall be ſorry for the Erratum of the Preſs, but do 
not think it has done much damage; for in the firſt 
u 6) place, 
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place, there is no great reaſon to think that , 
where Jonathan went down to David, was a Wodd, 
but a Place fo called; and if it were, it would mend 
the matter very little. It was where David and 
ſeven hundred Men had their Dwelling ; who no 
doubt had Tents and Cattle for themſelves, their 
Wives and Children: Abialbhar, the High Prieſt, 
was there with David, who had an Epbod. How 
then was it ſecretly and in a Wood that they made 
their Covenant? There is not the leaſt Hint of theſe 
two retiring into a Wood to keep it a Secret, which 
_ to be the Inſinuation deſigned 

The laft Paſſage is; 

74 2 Chron. xxiti. 1. Where Jaboinda lerengchen⸗ 
* ed himſelf by taking the Captains of hundreds 
„into Covenant with him.“ 

Jeboiada took the Captains of hundreds with him 
N into a Purification. Neither 7ehotada nor 
His Commentator were in a Wood here, but in the 
Houſe of God, and therefore it might have been 
the moxe readily allowed, that the High Prieſt might 
make them join in a Sacrifice with their young 
Prince and himſelf, as he had made them Con- 
federates in his Deſign of reſtoring him to the Throne 
of David; and ſo bind their Allegiance to him, the 
only Hope of the Houſe of David, by that ſolemn 
Tye, which the Blood of Chriſt upon them laid on 
their Minds. And the Danger was great, and the 
Occaſion was worthy, for Which they ſhould give 
the moſt ſolemn Aſſurance of their Fidelity, when 
ſuch a Woman as Aubaliab was upon the Throne 
of David; and that Houſe to which he Promiſes 
were made had been extinguiſhed with the Infant 
Life of this young Prince. ver. 3. All the Con- 

regation NJ with the 2 ng - the oy 
of God; and He (J ſappoſe, Fehoiada) ſaid unto them 
bobold- the King's Son fall ever as the Lord bath 


ſaid of the Sons of David. What more natural than 
to 


{ 247 ] 
to ſup ppoſe that the High Prieſt offered à Sacrifice 
upon ſuch an S and ſprinkled the King and 
the People with the Blood, 2 paſſed them be- 
tween the Parts of it, and ſo bound them ta each o- 
ther, according to the Cuſtom, and put them under 
the Protection of Almighty God — was pleaſed 
to bleſs the bold Attempt of the Mich Prieft, which 
reflected no leſs Honour on his F = Con- 
duct than it did on his Faith and Allegiance, with 
the wiſhed- for Succeſs? Is it next to impaſſible now 
to ſuppoſe that ſuch Rite or Ceremony ſhould in- 
tervene ? or is the learned Gentleman conſiſtent with 
himſelf, when he ſays ſo, and yet tells us, where 
it /cemed to ſerve his purpale, that Covenants were 
never made without it! 
I think the Reader will too eaſily fee into the 
Meaning of ſuch Sarcaſms as the laſt upon his Op- 
ponents, which I have cited above from the Doctor 
at large, and here refer to, in p. 100. But I queſ- 
tion whether he may ſo eaſily find out the Meaning 
or Pro riety of what follows; 

4 . t is no Evidence or Proof (much leſs Proof 
* beyond all Contradiction) and conſequently not 
* ſufficient to determine the Propriety of Words 
* uſed on theſe Occaſions.” 

What is no Evidence or Proof? What doth it is 
no. Evidence refer to? Doth it mean that the /up- 
2 ng a Sacrifice to have intervened in theſe laſt In- 

ances is no Proof, much leſs Proof beyond all Contra- 
1 7 of the Meaning and Propriety of the Phraſe 
n Diſpute ? If it means not that, I know not what it 
means; if it does; let me aſk, who ever ſuppoſed it 
was Proof? or offered it as ſuch? But I mult ſay, 
when it appears ſo poſitively that ſlaying or N 
off a Calf, dividing it, paſſing between the Parts o 
it, ſprinkling 1 and the Articles of Agree- 
ment with the Blood, was cuſtomary at the ratify- 
ins of Covenants, and the whole N 8 
calle 


. 
called cutting off Berith, the Purifier or Purification, 
to diſpute the Meaning of the Phraſe in the Places 
where it is not explained at large, merely becauſe it 
is not fo, too plainly ſhews that ſome People have 
got it into their Heads that they have Abilities to 
carry, and Licence to attempt the carrying, any 
Point in diſpute they pleaſe. 


We are now to enquire, 
« 3. Whether Berith, when it is rendered by 


C Ala men and Fædus may not have ſome further 
«« Signification ſtill differing as much from the Idea 
«© of Treaty, as of Purification.” p. 101. 

They talk of the Copiouſneſs of the Arabic; this 
Word may even rival any in that rich Tongue. 
IT have often wondered that your Arabians could 
not find out its Radix in Arabic, that they might 


lay claim to ſo copious a Word. : 
« I ſhould ſcarce have mentioned this further 


« Piſtinction in the Uſe of Beritb, if there had not 
«« appeared in Scripture, ſome pretty remarkable 
« Grounds for it. Yer. xxxiii. 20. F ye can break 
*© my Covenant () of the Day.—Ver. 25. If 
« my Covenent () be not with Day and Night ; 
« if I have not appointed the Ordinances of Hea- 
«© vn. Now in theſe Places NA ſeems to ſig- 
“ nify the ſame with p a Szatute.”? ' 
It ſeems ſomewhat unneceſſary for the Doctor to 
ſeek for any other Senſe of Berith here than Cove- 
nant. Since God might as well make a Covenant with 
the Day and Night, in the behalf of Man, as with 
the Beaſts of the Field, ſee Hof. ii. ſpeaking to the 
Church, ver. 18. In that Day, MA db MIR 
will I make a Covenant for them with the Beaſts 
of the Field, and with the Fowls of Heaven, and 
with the creeping Things of the Ground. I ſup- 
poſe the Doctor will allow that Berith is not Ordi- 
nance or Statute here, becauſe making @ Statute or 
Ordinance with the Beaſts, is not Senſe; any _ 


* 
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than making an Ordinance with Day and Night is; 
though appointing the Ordinances of Heaven is; 
but here Berith is not the Word for Ordinances. 
Why need he then endeavour to thicken the Miſt 
he had ſo happily ſpread over the Word before ? 
It looks, if one could ſuppoſe ſuch a Thing, as if the 
Doctor was not ſo thoroughly acquainted with the 
Uſe of the Word in Scripture, as no doubt he is: 
The Covenant of God, with the Day, for Man, 
and his Covenant for them with tbe Beaſts, may be 
reconciled with little Trouble; and both with as lit- 
tle to Mr. H. n's Idea of Purification, as may 
be ſeen in Mr. H-, in his Comment on theſe 
Texts. I do not plead the Authority of the Tran 
lations, Commentators, and Lexicographers againſt the 
Doctor's Conſtruction of Berith in the Texts above, 
only obſerve, that there are ſome pretty remarkable 
Grounds for correcting them all in ſome Inſtances, 
according to this learned Gentleman himfelf ; 
and I flatter myſelf that a Man of his Candour 
and Ingenuity will allow us the fame Liberty he is 
pleaſed to take himſelf, of paſſing them all by, 
when we think there is Reaſon to do ſo. | 

Berith has another Signification ſtill, p. 102. 

„ Further, as Beritb is found (happily) to ſignify 
« an Ordinance, ſo is it uſed ſometimes ſimply for 
« a Command, Præceptum.“ 

And the Authority of Herm. Witfius is quoted 
for it in the Note, who refers to Fer. xxxiv. 13, 14. 
for it. Thus ſaith the Lord, the God of Iſrael, I 
made a Covenant with their Fathers in the Day that 
1 brought them forth out of the Land of Egypt, out 
of the Houſe of Bondmen, ſaying, at the End of ſe- 
ven Years, let ye go every Man his Brother an He- 
brew. This and many other Precepts were given 
them at that Time, when the Covenant of God 
was made with them: Or, to ſpeak in the Lan- 
guage of the Text, this was one of GOD 

0 
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which the Blood of the Purification was ſprinkled, 
in order to ratify it as one Article of the Covenant. 
And Witfhus might miſtake the Meaning of Berith 


in Fer. xxxiv. as ſo many other learned Men have 


the Meaning of it in Fer. xxxiii. which the Doctor 
hath given us ſome pretty remarkable Grounds to 


_ conclude they have in the preceding Page. But 


the Doctor cites, 
« Deut. iv. 12. The Lord ſpake to you out of thi 
« Midſt of the Fire, and ye beard the Words, and 
* he declared unto you WA IR which be com- 
* manded you to perform, even ten Command- 
* ments, and he wrote them upon two Tables of 
* Stone.“ | 
He declared unto you bis (Berith) Purification, is, 
as may be ſeen in many Places, be declared unto pen 
the Words of bis Purification, Exod. xxiv. 7. Mojes 
tooł the Book of the Purification, and read it to the 
People, and then ſprinkled tbe Boat and all the Peo- 
ple. And ſaid, Hebold the Blood of the Berith, 
«hich the Lord your God: hath cut off with you upon 
ell theſe Words. To declare the Berith is no more 
nor leſs than declaring the Terms or Conditions of it, 


which Terms they were to perform; and Berit 


may ſignify either Purification or Covenant, for any 
thing that the Phraſe, declaring his Berith, can de- 
termine about it; for if it be tranſlated Covenant, 
declaring bis Covenant can be no more nor leſs than 
declaring the Terms or Conditions of it. The 
Law, or even a principal Precept of it, and more 
particularly the Decalogue, as an Abridgment of 


the whole, may very properly be called the Book, 


or the Words of the Berith, Purification on God's 
Part, as Faith and Obedience were the Terms of 
the Purification, on the People's; but this doth 
not at all affect the Senſe of Berith, as applied to 
that typical Blood they were purified with, on 
giving their Aſſent to the Law, or all the Words of 


it 
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it, or as applied to Cbri the real Purification. 
Cod ſpake Words, and the People promiſed Obe- 
dience, as cited above, and then Moſes flew the 
Sacrifice, and purified the People with the Blood 
of the Type of Chriſt, he Berith of the People. 
So that the Words of the Purification, may, with- 
out any great Violence or ſtraining the Matter, be 
underſtood to be thoſe Words, Terms or Condi- 
tions, they ſubmitted to when the Beritbh was cut 
off, Thoſe Words are the Precepts or Laws of 
God, an Epitome of which was written on two 
Tables of Stone, which are called the two Tables 
of the Berith, meaning of the Words of the Berith ; 
and the Ark, the Ark of the Berith Jehovah, ei- 
ther becauſe Jehovah the Berith was himſelf ex- 
hibited in Perſon upon it, or for the Reaſon 
the Doctor gives, they being depoſited in the Ark: 
But ſtill Berith is not the Words it was cut off up- 
on. Berith is here what the LXX tranſlate it 
Aahnn, the Inſtitution of God; and that Inftitution 
was Purification. 

We are now to ſhift the Scene from the Vocis 
Homonymid to its Radix again. And here two 
Points are to be cloſely attended to. 

4 1. That ſuppoſing 5 and NA, to be 
goth deduced from Ma, yet it will not follow, that 
« the Idea of Purification is the ruling one in both 
Derivatives, Anglice in the ſame Word. 

„ 2. That 12 and NA, may come from dif- 
i ferent Roots; the one from Na, as regularly 
* and grammatically, as the other from Ma. 
And conſequently that there is as good Authority 
e for the one, as for the ether.” p. 105. 

If it may, we muſt try each Place where the 
Words occur, to ſee what Root has the beſt Claim, 
for I take it for granted that if bringing it from this. 
Root makes Senſe and Truth; and bringing it 
from that Root makes Nonſenſe, the firſt will be 
| L deemed 
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deemed to have the beſt Authority on its fide 


The Places produced by the Doctor, I have ex: 
amined on the purifying Side ; we ſhall preſently 
ſee, if any can be brought on the eating Side, that 
1 may borrow the Phraſe, for 1712 is conſtrued t 
eat, what Idea ſoever we may fix to eating. 

* Theſe Points we are to attend to, the rather, be- 
cauſe the Examiner Examined taxes Mr. Bedford 
with not attempting to derive Berith from ſome Rout, 
that had the Idea of Covenant in it; or giving ſom: 
Proofs from Fafts, Circumſtances, Context, &c. It 
was a reaſonable Demand; and 1 hope I may again 
ſay, that I expect the Doctor himſelf will ſhey 
fome Connection in Senſe or Idea betwixt the Rog! 
— Derivative, the Noun and the Yerb he fetches it 

rom. | 

We have already ſeen, as the Doctor ſays, p. 106, 
how far Fals Circumſtances and Context require 
the Senſe of Covenant in many Places ; and I fu 
poſe thoſe brought by this Gentleman on th 
covenanting Side were what he thought moſt likely 
to determine the Point in his own Favour ; which 


whether they have or no, may not be quite ſo clear 


a Point, as he ſeems to think, when he fays, 
« 105. | 
if 6 if what has been ſaid be truly ſaid, as | 
& think it is, but leave it nevertheleſs to the Judg- 
% ment of the Reader, Sc.“ Hark 
Come we now to the Radix of the Word. Firſt, 
„ has two Significations, beſides that of 
de purifying, which give it a Pretence to be the 


Root of Berith, viz. declaring and chufing.” 


The Senſe of declaring the Doctor drops, and 
chuſes to conſider only the latter. 

* in the Senſe of eligere occurs in Scrip- 
« ture much oftener than in any other Senſe 
„Whatever, p. 107, 5 
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T'carinot find this to be true. Marius de Cal. 
conſtrues it -enty - eigbt times in the Senſe of nun- 
das, purus; and but four times in the Senſe of eligere: 
as doth alfo the interlineary Verſion of Pagninus ; 
and our own Tranſlation, except at 1 Chrox. xvi. 
41. where (as alſo Chap. ix. 22.) purified bids fair- 
eſt to be the Conſtruction, ſince they were always 
| ſaniified or purified before they could enter upon 
any holy Office in the Temple. But the Doctor 
appeals to the LXX for the Truth of his Aſſer- 
tion, that IV 

“ in the Senſe of eligere occurs in Scripture 
© much oftner than in any other Senſe whatever, 
as may be ſeen by the LXX's Verſion of it, in Con. 

« Kircher, or M. de Calaſio, Ed. Romaine.” _ 

As if the LXX Verſion were to determine what 
was the Senſe of Scripture, and what occurred there 
ofteneſt, occurred in Scripture ofteneſt, The LXX 
has tranſlated 9 in the Senſe of eligere oftener, I be- 
lieve, than any other Verſion, and in ſome Places, where 
it ſcarce makes Senſe, as 2 Sam. xxii. and P/. xviti. 27. 
with the Choſen thou wilt be choſen. And Job xxxvu. 
11. % e X4T&ATAKIOE DH, Which may have a 
Meaning, though I cannot gueſs at it. But ſuppoſe 
the LXX had rendered it ofteneſt in the Senſe of eli- 
gere, why muſt that Verſion Rule the Senſe of Scrips 
ture? It would be tedious to cite all the Places 
where the Word occurs, and it mult be left to the 
common Senſe of every Man to judge for himſelf , 
to me pure appears the only natural Senſe in above 
thirty out of the thirty-ſix Texts you meet with it 
in, and in many Places of the LXX, you muſt 
underſtand exaexro; to mean choice or excellent, i. e. 
without Blemiſh or Spot, to make Senſe; and that 
comes under the Idea we would fix to ©. Leigh 
Crit, Sacra, NI, The Hebrew ſignifieth pure 
* and clean from Filthineſs, purged, poliſhed, ſe» 
I yered and ſelect from others, ſo the Greek ex» 
L 2 « poundeth 
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« pou undeth it ele? or choſen, Cant. vi. 9. and the 
| ord is uſed for Choice, 1 Chron. vii. 40. Neb. 
„ v. 18. and elſewhere, as alſo for purged by 
« Trials and Afflictions. Buxtorf's Concord. 
Purgare, purificare, ſeligere ut purum. The Scholar's 
Companion, by A. R. Y purus, pure, clean, —inno- 
cent, ſpotleſs, without Filth,—without Mixture,— 

elected, picked out, from elicio. 

To chuſe, will not be found the leading Senſe 
of , but to purify ; one way of which is by ſe- 
parating from Mixtures; which is done when you 
take your Choice, or pick out good from bad, or 
tate forth the Pretious from the Vile; but in many 
Inſtances, nay in general, to chuſe doth not ſuppoſe 
ſuch a Separation; only rating firſt. And there- 
fore purify will include chuſe in it; but chuſe will 
not include purify, which ought to be obſerved. 

The Doctor cites three Authors in the Note, to 
ſupport the Queſtion, 

Whether the Senſe of eligere, ſecernere, &c. 
c be not prior in order to that of puriſcare, mun- 
% dare, &c.— It is commonly firſt given in the 
« Lexicons and Concordances. See Pagnin, Kir- 
© cher, Nathan, &c.“ 

Pagnin makes the Senſe of purificare the chief and 
leading Scnſe, ſee his Verſions of the Word in his 
interlineary Verſion, and it is commonly firſt given in 
the Lexicons and Concordances, ſee Buxtorf, Hulſius, 
Leigh, Munſter, and Cubus Hebreo-Latinus, by 
E. H. G. &c. and even Y filius, according to ſome, 
is to be referred to the ſame Original. Ia idem quod a 
filius. Prov. xxxi. and Pſal. ii. Di tamen quidam in- 
ter pretantur dq mundum, purum, Seb. Munſt. Nay, 
even JA frumentum, according to ſome, is to be refer- 
ed to the ſame Original alſo. 12 Frumentum, Triti- 
cum, a Puritate, Buxt. 

But, ſecondly, we are to come to what is thought 
more material, viz, the Derivation of 59 from 

| ; 


Ts 
; and here are no leſs than eight Authors 
quoted for it, who ſuppoſe that MA ſignifies ſele- 
git; whereas it is not once conſtrued ſo in the Bible, 
nor can it be conſtrued ſo, unleſs you ſeem to do as 
Leigh ſeems to do, make chuſe and eat the ſame 
Thing. n elegit—— parum modicum edit, aut 
carpfit ex cibo quocunque, Leigh, Crit. Sac. in Eng- 
liſh to piddle, or pick a Bit here and there. There 
is one Misfortune upon all theſe Gentlemen, and 
which ſets aſide their Evidence in the preſent Caſe, 
and that is, that they have miſtaken n for Na, 
and ſo they do not fetch na from Ma, bur 
from NY which is another Word. The Doctor, I 
_— think, could not help ſeeing this, and yet 
he ſays, . E 

6 Other Perſons, and thoſe not unſkilled in the 
“ Language, have found the Derivation to come 
« more regularly and naturally from Ma, which 
« hath accordingly been approved of for its Root.“ 

108. 6 

; And the Appendix to theſe Diſſertations, by way 
of Reply to the Defence of Mr. H——#'s Plan, 
which ſays, that Marius de Calaſio derives Berith 
from NY to cut off, anſwers, 

„No; M. de Calaſio only ſays, that ſome have 
derived it from n, Ruidam dicunt, &c.“ 
2. 147 | 

Ana here he ſtops, which was prudently done, 
becauſe if he had given the Citation, inſtead of re- 
ferring to it, it would have appeared that what the 
Defence ſaid was true, that it is R U and not Nn, 
which Calafio gives (indeed from others) as the 
Root of Berith. Quidam dicunt N mutari pro N, ut 
Radix fit MA juxta illud, Ezek. xxiii. 47. X12) 
INN et ſuccidet illas. So Buxtorf in his Concor- 
dance conſtrues n eligere and exſcindere, and re- 
ters to five Places, in every one of which the Word 
5 NY. And in his Lexicon, Ya —gqraſia MA 

pts nh L 3 wh 
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vel NM de quo in N , Sc. So that this whole 
Group of Authorities, unluckily, turn on my ſide, 
and prove, as far as their Authority can go, that 
ais not the Root of M19 3 ſince they make 
Na the Root of it. And the next Queſtion will 
be how the & comes to be dropped; or whether 
any one Inſtance can be produced of the like Deri- 
* as this of 5 ſrom & is ſuppoſed to 
The Lexicographers having changed ſides in this 
Diſpute about the Derivation. from n; it is 
aſſerted next, that, | | 
_ < If any regard is to be had to the common 
«© Methods of Derivation of Words from Roots of 
« the ſame radical Termination with this, 73 
_ « hath: ten Claims to be the Root of Y where 
A hath one.“ l 5 
And you have a Liſt of Names, to the Number 
of eleven, to ſupport the Aſſertion. The Doctor 
hath taken the Poll for himſelf, and given himſelf a 
great Majority; but I demand a Scrutiny. But firſt 
we may reduce the Number to ſeven or eight, for 
three, if not four, of them are what we call Faggots, 
Names without any Body to anſwer to them. M&N. 
doth not occur, Prov. xviii. I 9. and Prov. i. 21. 
the Word is HYBN, the Plural of F οn, as MAN” 
Jia. xiv. 11. is in regimine, or the Genitive of MRN. 
And . referred to Fer. xi. 1 6. is 959i, and NM, 
Deut. ii. 36. is MP, and though p doth occur 
elſwhere, it is in regimine, the Noun being in the 
Nominative dp, and formed as N Meat, is. 
from Nn to eat. And ſo is 1, Prov. i. 9. in 
regimine alſo, (M1 1119 Copulatio Gratiæ, from the 
Verb dh, and formed as nn, mp and M2 
are from their reſpective Verbs, Ny, d and 
51712 3 and inſtead of being Examples for the Doc- 
tor's Derivation of Berith from N, entirely over- 


throw it; for in all the Inſtances, where the N is 


radical, 
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radical, the Noun is formed in d and not in 35 ; 
though the N in reg. is changed into H. 

And now to the Point, whether the remaining 
Inſtances are proper Vouchers for the Derivation 
of 5 from Ma, which, I think, they are not. 
But as ſome general Qualification muſt be laid down, 
or we ſhall have no Rule to go by, I ſhall take that 
which the Doctor gives us in the Words above, 
viz. the radical Termination; if then the ſeven re- 
maining Words, Pg. MN, &c. ſhould be found 
not to have the ſame radical Termination with Ng, 
then they are not qualified to vote on the Doctor's 
fide z and by the ſame Rule, if they have the ſame 
radical Termination with A (which I beg leave to 
propoſe as the proper Root, and not Ma) then 
they will be on my fide, like the Authors juſt now, 
though ſuppoſed to be otherwiſe. I propoſe N for 
the Root, and not 471, becauſe one 5 is as many as 
we want, and as many as Ulage gives it, in near 
thirty Places out of the thirty odd the Word oc- 
curs in, But perhaps we ſhall have a Diſpute what 
ſhall be deemed the radical Termination; for here 
I muſt own, the Lexicographers are in general 
againſt me; and have, out of an odd Whim, given 
a Number of Words an N radical, which do not 
appear to have any Claim to it, as MIA, to weep, 
Fc. I do not know whether the Diſtinction of the 
mutable and immutable N, in the firſt of theſe learn- 
ed Diſſertations, can be of any Service to me on 
this Occaſion ; it is certain however, that the N in 
all theſe Words produced by the Doctor is not im- 
mutable, and conſequently not radical upon that Ac- 
count. You find ſome of them oftener without it, 
than with it, and all of them as often. The Let- 
ter N, is in many Inſtances changed into N, in 
regimine ; is ſupplied by a Jed; and perhaps un- 
derſtood in ), the plural Termination, fem. and 
inn. Mode; in all theſe Caſes there is ſome Rule 
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to go by, in calling for the abſented d; but if the 


be ever entirely dropped, neither ſupplied, nor 


changed into any other Letter, and this very fre- 
quently, what Rule have you to make it radical 
by? Or, why do you ſuppole it dropped? Thus, 
e. g. N', be wept, and JAN, ſhe wept; why is 
N52 to be the Root? Why not qa? If © be ra- 
dical in Na, then — and Jan, Sc. muſt be from 
another Root; or from another Word which hath 
not ſo many radical Letters, and is without the radi- 
cal . Now either ſay that there are two Roots, 
15 and Noa, which both ſignify to weep, or that 
the N is not radical in Yi; or ſhew us ſome 
Rule by which the radical may be ſuppoſed to be 
dropped; and till that is done, this Word muſt be 
ſtruck off the Doctor's Liſt ; and at moſt will be 
on neither fide. But if you ſay, that they are both 
from the ſame Root, then the N is not radical, be- 
cauſe it does not belong to Ja, Ja, &c. and 
this Word will be an Inſtance to ſupport the De- 
rivation of nA from Y, in Oppoſition to Mn. 
That the N is often dropped in the Derivatives of 
all the Words produced by the Doctor, is very 
eaſily ſeen in any Concordance, and thither, I muſt 
refer the Reader; which is neither artful, nor a 
Tranſitian, from the Dictionaries to the Concordances, 
as the Appendix, p. 149. is pleaſed to call the like 
Reference to the Uſage in Scripture. I appeal here 
from the Dictionaries which make the N radical 
to the Text, where you will find that the N is not 
radical; if Uſage of the Word by the Writers in 
Hebrew, is to determine what is radical and what 
not in a Word; inſtead of the meer Fancy of 
Lexicographers. And I refer to the Concordances, 
as the Reader may ſee there at once, how the 
lacred Writers writ the Word, when all the Paſſages, 
it occurs in, are before him together. It is true, 
as Mr. C— ſaid in his Anſwer, p. 51. That 

* « the 
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« the Lexicons and Concordances not ſeldom take 
« the Liberty to inſert the N (and other Letters 
« too) in Words where it is not radical, and the 
« Grammars have formed Rules to ſtrike it off 
« again.” And therefore I appeal to the Text, 
and Uſage by the inſpired Writers, and I do it 
with the leſs Reluctance, as it is not a Matter of 
Judgment but of Fa; and any one, who hath got 
the Uſe of his Eyes, is as able to diſtinguiſh an N 
from an N; or whether a Word has an H at its 
End or no, as the beſt Writer that ever lived ; I 
appeal therefore to the Text, and there we find 
theſe Words, without the N; though now and 
then the N is retained where it doth not ſeem to 
be directly ſervile, as if it ſtood for a Sign of the 
feminine Gender, or, &c. Ma, conſtrued to eat, 
never drops its , except it have ſome Affix, or be 
in regimine, as 1 Sam. Xii. 27. He did not, Ma, eat 
Bread with them. Chap. xiii. v. 0, let her 
give me to eat, ver. 6. and MN, I will eat. Here 
is a very remarkable Difference in the Uſage of M, 
and ſeven of the nine Words, the Doctor would put 
on the ſame Footing. They ſeldom retain the 1; 
however in vaſt numbers of Places are without it; 
but N never drops its , but where it may be 
ſuppoſed ſunk, in the Aix; it is the ſame with 
the N in Ng and d, and therefore till we are 
better informed, we may call the N radical in 
N22, u, NR, rbb, and Ma, but deny that mn. 
is the radical Termination of 99, D', MIN, : 
nv97, by, Sc. The Sum of what is now 
brought together on this Head is this, that 
in moſt of the eleven Words, in which the Doc- _ 
tor ſuppoſes the N to be radical, it is not ſo; 
the Derivatives therefore in 5 from them, are 
Authorities for Mr. C——'s Derivation of 72 
from Ig; and the Remainder, where the N is 

| | | radical, 
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radical, ſhew by Parity of Reaſon, that the Noun 
from n ought to be, as we find it is, Wg, 
and not QA. Which (Berith) according to the 
common Methods of Derivation muſt come from 9 
and not . The Defence had made this Remark 
before, p. 89. Had m2 been the Root, the 
« Noun would have been 79; this your Friend 


« knows, and his Concordance will ſhew him 


% ſeveral Inſtances of way for the Noun, 

«© (viz. for Meat) but not one of .““ The 

Apologiſt, in his Appendix to theſe Diſſertations, is 
pleafed to reply to this, 


« Here is an artful Tranſition from the Dictio- 
ac naries to the Concordances; for this Gentleman 


4c knows, as well as the Apologiſt, that altho? 


«. 772 is commonly put under Mn in the Dic 


4 tionaries when it is read Berith,—— yet both 
&« Nathan and M. de Calaſio, in their Concordances 
* (and Buxtorf too in bis) have put it under Nn. 
«© So that in theſe Concordances no Berith but only 
„ appears under Ng.“ 

Then ſee if you can find 9 for Meat under 
52, and it ſhall be allowed the ſame as if it was 
found under i; for that was what the Defence 
referred to the Concordances for, meaning the Texts 
of Scripture, ' which ſtand together in the Concor- 


dances, N is a Noun uſed for Meat, but never 


Berith; and this will appear to any one who con- 


ſults the Cuncordances, where he will ſee all the Texts 


together, where 1719 and n119Q occur. Whether 


the Appendix' Fare miſunderſtood the De- 


fence” 25 can't tell, but the Anſwer is as wide of the 
Ar in Queſtion, as if it was purpoſely done. 
The Apologiſt aſks next, 


„What is gained by this Obſervation to Mr. 


s Senſe or Derivation of Berith?“ 


Why 


nm = V c ac © 
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Why this; that to eat, (and there in no 
Ma to Chufe or Cut off) is not the Root of it, 
ind therefore there remains only Nn for its Root. 

But to return to Dr. Sharp, | | 

The Doctor I — allow me this Li- 

of appealing Lexicons and Grammar 
Uſe in the Text itſelf, becauſe it is a Liber- 
ty he takes himſelf. againſt Mr. C in his Coun- 
ter· Conſtruction of DNR and N; and becauſe 
as I faid it is about a Matter of Fact, which a little 
Man who has the Uſe of his Eyes can judge of as 
well as the Great Man himſelf can do. Friſch- 
wutb's. Scaler, (vid. note: p. 109.) have got bad 
Weights in them, for neither is the. N in the-fi 
poſed Root of Nate radical, it being without t 
, Deut. xxx. 3. et al. nor does i ſignify 
elgit; I do not mean in the Dictionaries, but in 
Hebrew. | 

And what the Doctor himſelf aſſerts, that 

« 12 from (or rather from ) is a 
“ Defletion ſo uncommon,” is an Aſſertion not 
guarded with that Caution the Doctor commonly 

ards what he ſays, for the three Inſtances in the 
lote,. are alone ſufficient to ſhew it is not uncom- 
mon; many Nouns being formed by the Addition 
of h to them. I had inſtanced in e from 
d (the Lexicon Root for HY) beſides 9; 
which are too many Examples to call Yν from 
A an uncommon Deri vation; and the Doctor hath 
now helped me to a great many more; and ſo I 
leave this Head. | 1 

It is commonly thought neceſſary that a Neun, 
and the Verb it is derived from, ſhould have the ſame 
Idea in them; and therefore the Doctor inſerts a 
Caution, | | 

f it be aſked, whether the Root NA, have 
e the Idea of Covenant in it, I cannot ſay it hath ; 
neither is it neceſſary that it ſhould.” p. 109. 
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But perhaps ſome People may think it neceſſaty 
we ſhould — been — for if there be room 
to miſtake the Root or Verb a Noun or any other 
Derivative comes from, the Senſe uſed to be lool:ed up- 
on as a very good Guide in the Enquiry. If a School. 
Boy were bid to conſtrue occidit crambe repetita, the 
Senſe would be deemed ſufficient to juſtify him 
in making occidit the Verb Tranſ. and not the Verb 
Neuter. . * 

Na it is allowed hath not the Idea of Covenant 
in it, tho* Covenant be ſuppoſed to take its Name 
from it; and this is excuſed by ſaying, it is'as good 
a Derivation as many others, that are aſſigned in 
the Dictionaries. | 
„ There is as good Connection between Covenant, 
ce and the uſual Senſes of N to cut, to chuſe 
« (which it never ſignifies ) to eat, as is to be found 
« in many other Derivatives, with the Roots that 
are aſſigned them.“ 92 

- Which is no Reaſon why we ſhould not, but the 
very Reaſon why we ſhould look further. The 
ſtrange, forced, and far-fetched Derivations and Ac- 
counts of Words ſo common to. be met with in the 
Lexicographers, require our looking further, and 
by other Rules than they have done. 


That we may have no reaſon to think there is 


any Certainty in the Hebrew, after A is proved 
to be regularly and naturally the Radix of 112, 
(where every-Body but a Man of Senſe and Learn- 
ing, would have looked for the ſame Idea in the 
Derivative, as in the Radix,) after this, NA puts 
in its Claim; 

„ Neither would I exclude as unreaſonable and 
« improbable the other Deduction of Berith from 


N, creavit, ordinavit, exſcidit.“ 


If it comes regularly and naturally from n, 
how can it be reaſonable and probable that it ſhould 
come from & , which is another Root? 


— n Ah « F | Mak. — n FY — 


7 2 =. 


8 & 7 


ub „„ Faw. 


n | 
I ſhall not enter into the preciſe Meaning of Mn, 
it not being neceſſary here; only ſhall ask by what 
Rule, Uſage, or Authority, the & comes to be 
dropt, if & A be the Root of Berith. And here, 
though I do not preſume to preſcribe Rules to-my 
Betters, I ſhall venture to ſay, that if a Buxtorf, or 
a Friſcbmutb, or a Schultens was to be cited, for ſuch 
Uſage, it is reaſonable firſt to examine, whether 
they may not have miſtaken the Inſtances they 
would ſupport ſuch Uſage by ? It not being pru- 
dent to talk after another without conſidering what 
he ſays, or fair Reaſoning to ſay, ſuch a Point is 
proved, merely becauſe ſome Body with à hard 
Name hath ſaid ſo before. The Bible contains all 
the Hebrew we have preſerved, and that lays in a 
ſhort Compaſs, and may be examined with little 
Trouble. | | 
There is no Certainty ſtill, that is certain. 
None of theſe Derivations are ſo far out of the 
« Way, as many others commonly to be found in 
the Hebrew Lexicons; though none of them 
may be ſaid to be abſolutely certain. However 
« i ſtands a better Chance to be deemed the 
* Root of Berith, Covenant, than , both from 
the common Form of Derivations, Sc.“ p. 110. 
Nay, then we ſhall never agree, if this be ſaid 
ſeriouſly ; ſince there is not a fingle Inſtance pro- 
duced, or pretended to be produced, to juſtify 
Yan, as a common Form of Derivation from 
Na. There is not one Example brought to this 
Purpoſe, and there are many given, and ſome al- 
lowed of, of Berith from 14. | 
„ And the Conſent of the Verſions antient 
* and modern.“ LOB 
The Verſions have but little to do in determining 
this Diſpute, ſince it is allowed that the Root hath 
not the Idea of Covenant in it. him 
« —And 


14585 
And the general Suffrage of Men learted 
ze in the Language, Wien 244d 2on 
Who all give it againſt A, and have not ſo 
much as attempted, as far as appears, to ſhew;hoy 
& A can be its Root, The Concluſion is, 
And theſe will ever have their proper Weight 
«* againſt nouel Opinions,” 
Ihe common Form of Derivations ought to have 
eat Weight; but the Conſent of the Verſions can 
have none; and the Suffrage of learned Men uſual- 
ly has more than its proper Weight with the Learn- 
ed; and is all that I fear in the preſent Argument: 
though I hope the great Variety of Sentiments 
among them, and the different, as well as indife- 
rent Accounts, it is allowed that many of them have 
given of this and other Words, which, ex confeſſe, 
are far out of the Way, 1 hope will abate of the 
Prejudice taken againſt Mr. H, for ſtriking 
out into a quite different Road from them all. The 
Diſpute here againſt the Learned, cannot fo pro- 
perly be ſaid to be about the Derivation, as the Sen/? 
of Berith, for they have always agreed that 12 or 
Ya is the Root of Berith, Purification; and ſo the 
Novelty objected to Mr. H-, does not concern 
the Derivation, ſo much as Conſtruction of the Word, 
where others have ſuppoſed it to ſignify Covenant; 
and if the Doctor produce one ſingle Inſtance where 
it neceſſarily ſignifies the Words of a Covenant, I vil 
.allow it to have another Root, I acknowledge that 
it does ſignify Covenant, but not the Words of a G- 
venant, and ſay, that Purification was Covenant witi 
the Antients, as, I hope, hath been proved. 
The Sum and Concluſion of the whole Matter, 
which we have in p. 110. the Doctor gives, as the 
Reader might expect, in his own Favour, and then 
proceeds to ſhew, that Scripture will not be better un- 
derſtood ſhould Berith be allowed to carry the Senft 
of Purification throughout. And yet Scripture _ 


N F T5 


[ 259] 

be better underſtood by it, if reſtoring that Setiſe 
to the Word ſhews what their Covenants were, 
or how made. The firſt Inſtance is, A 
_ * 'Obad. vii. JI WIR, the Men of thy Con- 
&« federacy,” p. 112. | | 

Altered by Mr. H into, Men of thy Puri- 
fication, which is as good Engliſþ as the other. 
The firſt means Men joined with thee in a Confe- 
deracy ; the latter, Men joined together by a Puri- 
fication. The firſt Phraſe only lays, they were 
leagued together; the latter ſuppoſes that, and 
tells you by what Act they were bound together. 
The Wife of thy Purification is as good Senſe, 
as Wife of thy Covenant, p. 113. and more likely 
to be Truth; it not being likely that a Covenant 
or mutual Conſent between the Parties only 
made them Huſband and Wife; but highly pro- 
bable, that they teſtified their Conſent at a publick 
Sacrifice, and were united by that Blood which makes 
the Union betwixt God and his Church; and of 
which Matrimony was and is a Myſtery, . 
The next Text from Ja. xxviii. 18. 3 
„ MD ne or, your Purification with 
« Death ſhall be diſannulled, and your Agreement 
with Hell (the Grave) ſhall not ſtand.” p. 113. 
Is cited, as (the latter Part of) it ſtands in the 
Engliſh, and Agreement put in [talicks, to point it 
out as correſponding to Covenant before; but the 
Doctor could not but know, that Hy doth not ſig- 
nify Agreement, but Viſion; and though the Word is 
diverſely explained in this Place, as M. de Calaſio 
ſays, and by ſome conſtrued Agreement z yet it is 


plain they conſtrued it ſo, becauſe they did not 


ow what to make of Yi/ion there; orſperhaps. be- 
cauſe of Berith, which they took for Covenant in 
the former Part of the Verſe. . Whether Hum be 
the Inſpection into the Entrails of the Sacrifices, by 
which they pretended to prognoſticate, or it 7 
8 on 
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about it. Or rather, if you. look in the Context, 


Vifion they expected in their prophetick Dreams, 
matters not a great deal; either way their Purifi- 
cation with Death, and Viſion with the Grave, will 
imply they had uſed Tome ſuperſtitiqus Rites to 
avert Death; and fooliſhly pretended to prophecy 


they had endeavoured to ſecure themſelves againſt 
the overflowing Scourge, God threatened them.with, 
by the reconciling Sacrifice of Purification, either 
offered to Death, or a God they ſuppoſed could 
avert Death ; and had encouraged one another-by 
pretended Viſions and favourable Anſwers about it. 
They could as eaſily ſacrifice to Death, as make an 
Agreement with him or it. But God tells them, 
ver. 15. Becauſe ye have ſaid, we have ſacrificed a Pu- 
rification with Death, and with the Grave, 11 
Mn, have we er. a Seer, when the over- 
flowing Scourge Bal paſs through, it ſhall not come 
nigh unto us—your Purification with Death ſhall be 
diſannulled, and your Viſion with the Grave ſhall not 
ſtand. The Tranſlation, which is not always exact, 
is often of Service to an Argument at firſt View, 
-when a little Examination will ſhew, that what the 
Streſs is laid upon, is perhaps, only the Tranſla: | 
tors Inaccuracy, Addition, or Variation from the 
Text, as this was the Cale with the laſt, it is ſo 
with what follows: _ EEE I 
« 1 Kings xx. 34. Then ſaid Ahab, I will ſend . 
te thee, away with this Purifier, or with this Purifi- : 
« cation. | ? 
In the Original, M7] ν NAA is, I will admit 
thee, or bring thee into a Purification. now is 10 J 
ſend; with jÞ it is to ſend from; with à it is to f 


end to; and to bring into or ſend into, are pro- a; 


per, as obſerved before, becauſe the Parties in * 
a Covenant were to enter between the Parts of the 
Sacrifice, and receive the Blood upon them. Ben- lo 


badad had loſt, a Battle and his whole Army, and tl 


was 


E + +; 


| 1611 | 
was for S Peace upon any Terms, and ſays, 
The Cities which my Father took from thy Father, I 
will reſtore; and 1hou ſhalt make Streets for thee in 
Damaſcus, as my Father made in Samaria; Ahab 
catches at theſe Terms, and anſwers, Iwill admit thee 
to the Purification. Not, I will ſend thee awa 
with this Purification, or <vith this Covenant, which 
are equally Nonſenſe, for he could not go away 
with one or the other. How far catching at ſuch 
Innaccuracies in the Tranſlations may be deemed 
confiſtent with the Candour and Ingenuity of a fair 
Adverſary, the Doctor is a better Judge than I am. 
For my part, I ſuppoſe this, and all the reſt of th 
ſame Kind to have proceeded from the Regard t 
our Tranſlation, which theſe Diſſertations are fo 
careful to pay it, except in an Inſtance or two. . 
It is acknowledged, that | 
Cutting off 4 Purifier in Sacrifice, under the 
« Notion of its being a Repreſentation of the 
grand Atonement, would not be a dilagreeable 
« Senſe ; if there were but Proof, that Berith ſigni- © 
« fies at any time the Victim, or typical Purifier.” 
This is a candid Confeſſion, and if there be not 
Proof that Berith ſignified the Victim, we muſt 
drop the Conſtruction contended for. | 
In the mean Time (ſays the Doctor) I obſerve, 
* that were the Victim in a Sacrifice at any time 
called Beritb, yet the Idea of Purification would 
« ariſe from the Fa#, and not from the Ford.” 
p. 114. | : 
So that proving the Victim to be called Berith or 
Purifier, would be loſt Labour, if there be any Rea- 
ſoning in this laſt Obſervation, that the Idea would 
ariſe from the Fact, and not from the Word, 119 wes 
what Thould hinder the Idea arifing from the Word, 
if the Word ſignified Purification, as ſeems to be al- 
lowed for the preſent? If Berith ever ſignify Purifica- 
tion, and the Victim be _ by that Name, oy 
ea 


nds. 1] 
Idea do fo naturally ariſe from the Fact, will not any 
Body think the Name was given it for that Rea- 
fon? And then all that is contended for hitherto 
drops at once; for the Name Purification is given 
the Victim by Suppoſition, and that Idea giaturally 
ariſes from the Fat of making it a Sacrifice, as is 
granted; who then could hinder us putting the Idea 
in the Word and the Idea in the Fa# together, ſince 
they are the ſame? Or why ſhould not the 
Idea of Purification arile naturally from the Word 
here, ſince it brought that Idea with it, (for it 
| hath this Idea, though it is ſuppoſed to have others 
allo) eſpecially when the Fact ſo naturally leads you 
to it! Is. 8 
„The Idea of Purification would ariſe from 
c the Fast, and not from the Word.” 2 
The Idea muſt ariſe from the Thing, or the 
Word for that Idea cannot intelligibly be applied 
to it. But it ſeems, _ | 
The Victim being an Emblem of the Purifier 
c would convey all the important Ideas, without 
„ any help from the Word, Berith,” _ 
So that the properer any Word was as a Name 
of the Victim, the leſs Reaſon was there to give it 
that Name; and the leſs Reaſon have we to con- 
clude they did ſo. It is the uſual Way of Scrip- 
ture, and what common Senſe directs, to call the 
Sign and the thing /ienified by the ſame Name; 
and Names were, deſigned to convey the leading 
and principal Ideas in Things to the Hearer ; ſo 
that the Inference from the Doctor's Reaſoning | 
naturally the very Reverſe of what he makes. He 
concludes, that the Victim was not called a Purif- 
cation, becauſe its being an Emblem of the Purifier, 
'To naturally leads you to that Idea; and I con- 
clude that it is highly probable from that Res- 
Jon alone, that it was called fo ; and let the Res 
der judge between us. The Doctor goes on, a 
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[ 163 ] 

The Word Berith would remain juſt 
© what it is, viz. not eaſily reconcileable with ſuch 
« an Application of it, nor eaſy to be interpreted 
« under ſuch Application * 

As if it were not eaſy to reconcile the giving 
the Title of Purifier to an Emblem of the Puriſier, 
or interpret it under ſuch Application; when the 
Emblems ſo frequently carry the Name of what they 
ſtand for, as it is highly proper they ſhould. 

N Unleſs it were with Reference to the 
* Covenant, made or renewed, in, and by, ſuch 
« Sacrifice, 1 

Would it not then be as eaſy, and as proper, to 
interpret, Purification (the ſuppoſed Title of the 
Victim, or Word for the Fa#) with Reference to 
the Purification exhibited in, or deſcribed by the 
Fa or Sacrifice; and of which they were expreſ- 
ſing their Faith and Hopes, by ſprinkling, and ſo 
purifying themſelves, with its Blood ? One would 
think the Deſign of what they were doing would 
interpret the Title to them, if ſo plain a Word 
could be ſuppoſed to want any Interpretation. 

The Queſtion that follows by way of Inference 
from thi WEST | 

Ho then would our Tranſlation be improved, 
* though we were to render Berith by Purifier??? 

Is anſwered juſt above. However, let the Doc- 
tor's Text, from Fer. xxxiv. 18. be another Speci- 
men, becauſe of an Objection formed upon it. 7 
will give the Men that bave tranſgreſſed my Berith, 
which have not performed the Words of the Berith, 
which they cut off before me, the Calf which they cut 
in twain, and paſſed between the Parts thereof. 

&« If we ſhould tranſlate Berith here, and render 
«it by Purifier, what Senſe ſhall we make of 


* tranſgreſſing the Purifier —”* p, 115. 


Why; paſſing him by, and diſregarding him. 
NAY is to paſs by, or go beyond a Thing; and 
M 2 that 


A 
4 
F 
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acht Phraſs: fox Contempt, and if they do 
not mean that by tranſgreſſing, 1 do not know 
what they mean. Tranſgreſſing the Mouth of the 
Lord, Num. xiv. 41. t 4, is almoſt as uncouth an 
Expreſſion, as tranſgreſing the. Purifier, 1 
Or ſhould. we render it by Purificatian, 
& or the Terms of Purification.—— How can thele 
e be ſaid to be cut off? 

They are not ſaid to be cut off. It is the Berith 
which is ſaid to be cut off, ——have nat performed 
the Words of the (Berith) Purification, «which. (Puri- 
fier or Purification, for Berih is both the Action 
* and the Agent) they cut of. But then the Queſtion 
;$] is what we mean by the Words. of a Sacrifice ? 
„„What Senſe ſhall we make of, the. Wei 
c of. the Purifier 2 
They always declared, at cutting the Creature 
in Pieces, what were the Tenny or Articles of their 
Argeement which they then ratified ; and therelorc 
the Words of the Purification-Sacrifice, I apprehend, 
mean, the Words then ſpoke, as I ſaid before, at 
P. 118, &c. and as 1 ſee no — in ts: I 97 11 
it here. burn 163 
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This it tems! is not eienr, | 
| - <, Butin our Engliſh Tranſlation al; is clear and 
: s intelligible. “ 
. It is not ſo elear, however, what Right they had 


to tranſpoſe the Words and inſert when; as the 
Words ſtand. in the Original, they makę the Berith 
to be 9% the Calf, juſt as Funn . 7. makes the 


Lambs to de _ J. 243. — . A 
* Roping 7 b ar v, Ser @: ia e Ta 
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a Our Engli 52 Homer hath loft the eure of theſe - Phraſe 
in his Tranſlation, 


iP 


| Lambs) is omitted in e, ; 
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The Doctor apprehends, he ſays, 
„The ſame. Difficulty of a proper Tran lation 


« of Berith, in dhe Senſe of pus ut will de ON 


« jn other Places; 

And inſtances in ſits; but as! app bend, hey 
are all as intelligible in this Senſe, as Lo we. __ 
been conſidering, the Difficulty being the ſame, I 
ſhall paſs them over and go to p. 121. what comes 
between having been foreſtalled; 

« Again, is there any reaſonable Proof to be g 
« ven, that is applicable to a Perſon other- 
« "wile than by way of Alluſion or Cormparilony/ 28 
in this Text of Mal.? 


Les; direct Proof; ſee Iſa. xlii. 6. 100 xlix. 8. 


cited with other Texts, Trinity of the Gentiles, p. 
374. T will grve thee for the Berith of the People. 
There can be no directer, or more reaſonable 
Proof of a Matter of Fact, then a Sight of the 
Fact itſelf, and it is allowed in the preceding 

Page, 
* That he Senſe 'of a_ Purifier will very well 
« ſtand 12475 there i is no room to diſpute.” INE) 
+4 & 9 50 | A151 C 


315 Mean time e the Heralds, thro” the crowded Town, 
Bring the rich N and def 'd Vidims down, Pore. 


, 26y Oexic 711 a . (which we may tranſlate, they 
brought the faithful Furatoria, b to the Gods, meaning the 
in other Places he conforms to 


our Phraſe, as J. 105. Ohg og Tape avro;, he tranſlates, | | 
145 Let rev rend Priam in the Truce engage, | 
And I. 252 — „ eee mire Tapnras, he renders, 


L. 321. To ſeal the Truce, and end the dire Debate, 


In all which Places, and ſeveral others, it is the Lambs are ſpoke 
of under the Title of ogeia, which we have no Word for in Eu- 
lib, and ſo I hope it may be excuſable to make one, wiz. Jura- 


amian, like Pagainus's Ml; and Culpatorium above. 
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* derſtood of a Perſon, either of a Refiner in ge- 


on what Authority or Parallel would he infer. that 
Fire malt ſignify a Refiner? or inſinuate that it 


. 166 “ 
But whether it will or no, here is à reaſonable 
Proof that Berith is applicable to a Penſon, beſides 
the Compariſon in Malachi, becauſe it is fo applied. 
The Addenda to theſe Diſſertations of Dr. Sharp s, 
p. 161. have taken up this Query of the Doctor's, 
but play upon the Point in a quite different man- 
ner, and with a quite different Spirit, and ſo much 
in the Stile and Manner of the Modeſt Apology, 
that one cannot miſtake the Author. He cites 
from Mr. H——#'s Trinity of the Gentiles, Part of 
what he founds the Application of the Beritb to 
Chriſt upon. Mr. H brings Fer. and Mal. 
to ſettle the Idea of the Word; and many Texts, 
ſee p. 371. to juſtify its perſonal Application. 
The Author of theſe Addenda ſhould have fairly 
ſtated Mr. H n's Argument, which he has 
not done, as the Reader may ſee, ſince here is no 
Citation from, or Reference to, p. 371. of the 
Trin. Gent. where the Texts are produced to ſhew 
the Application of this Title to the Perſon of.Chrift. 
After this prudent Repreſentation of the State of the 
Argument, he tells us, f | 
| «© 'There is an obvious Query to be put here, viz. 
« Whether the Noun WR, Fire, (to which allo 
« Chriſt is compared) when it ſtands ſingle, when 
« no mention is made of a Refiner——may be un- 


« -neral, or of Chriſt the Refiner of Souls — ? 
© whether it muſt always convey the Idea of reti- 
© ning Metals or Spirits?“ 

Had Mr. H made Berith ſignify a Fuller; 
then might it have been aſked, if Fire ſignifies a 
Refiner ? Chriſt is compared, in Malachi to the 
Berith of the Fuller, and to the Fire of the Refiner ; 
and Mr. H is made, by this Author, to ar- 
gue, that he is therefore the Berith itſelf; but up- 


fol- 
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follows from Mr. H———»'s way of reaſoning? 
He is ſo pleaſed with it, that he repeats it again in 
other Words, without obſerving that it is but what 
he had ſaid before, 7 

« Or laſtly, whether we may ſay of this Noun 
e (be meant NY) what Mr. 1 — ſays of 
« A, (mut. mut.) that it ſignifies as an Agent 
« the Refiner, c.? | | 

And purſues it through ſeveral Pages ; he goes 
on, p. 163. 

If Berith, by virtue of its Reference to the 
great Puriſier in this Text, denotes more eſpeci- 
« ally Chriſt, and his Religion, throughout the 
«« Old Teſtament, wN muſt do fo too, for the 
« ſame Reaſon —* + 6 

He means, as I ſuppoſe, becauſe he is alſo com- 
pared to Fire in it: But Berith doth not denote 
Chriſt and his Religion, by virtue of its Reference 
to the great Purifier in this Text, but the Meaning 
of the Word appears by its Application in theſe two 
Texts to what cleanſes, and thence we learn that it 
ſignifies Purification, and in one of the Texts has 
no Reference at all to the great Purifier, but may 
ſtand for that Idea when applied to him, ſince he 
is the Purifier. : a 

But Chriſt is alſo the Fire of the Refiner, as Mr. 
H———7'is ſuppoſed to ſay, and therefore it will 
follow, that Fire muſt denote Chriſt too throughout the 
Old Teſtament, ſays this Author, Wherever it is 
applied to Chriſt, as Berith is, it will certainly de- 
note him; but where it is applied to other Things, 


it cannot. Herith ſtands for many Things, as I have 


ſhewn, and doth not always denote Chrift throughout 


the Old Teſtament, and it is a little Miſtake in 


point of Truth, to ſay it doth ſo; and arguing, as 
the Author does, upon theſe. Poſitions, that Chrift 
is Beritb, merely becauſe he is compared to it, and 
chat it always denotes him, according to Mr. H, 
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are Miſtakes that muſt be corrected. Fire, may 
"Forntfh us wich feyeral Ideas from its, 2 its 
Effects, Ackivicy. Manner of acting, &c. From 
all Which it has Names in Scripture; but whence 
erde is borrowed, of what Idea it conveys, has not 
yet been ſneun; this Aiithor however hath not done 
it, by making it ſignify to refize, whichbe hath 
no Authority for. And we vecd not alter our 
' Tranſlation throughout, to reſtore the loſs Meaning of | 
oh; ; at leaſt till we have got it, It is, true, that, 
Fire in this Text of Malachi is Ba applied 
« to an Agent, as Soap is by Mr, H- Ac 


count 1x2T 971 
But nothing follows from hence. ; Pot chat Chriſt 
may be compared to Fire, or be called Fire in other 
N as he is Berith. _ 100% 4% 
Fet neither Fire nor Soap are otherwiſe applied 
to the great Refiner and Purifier of Sault, than 
by way of Compariſon ; 
So far is true; what follows j is of a Brees with 
the above, tes 


* —Juſtas Coriander- Seed is applied = Manna, 
«© Exod. xvi. 31. 


Coriander-Sced is not applied to the. Manna; it 


das like Coriander-Seed, white; it is its Colour, which 


is compared to that of Coriander: Seed; and in this 
reſpect it was the ſame. And as the. effect of 
Cbriſt's Blood on the Soul is compared to the 
Effect of Fire on Metals, and of Clcanſers on the 
Body, or other Things; in this Reſpect cher and 
he are be ſame; Purifiers all of them. 
As a Hlower is applied to a Man, Job xiv. 2. 
A Flower is not applied to a Man, only the 
Shertneof the Duration of the Life of Man is com- 
pared to the Shortneſs of the Duration of a Flower; 


be cometh up like a Flower, and is cut dium; be fleeth 


'aifo as @ Shadow, and continueth not. Love 
As Milk or as Cheeſe are applied tot the 
40 un of Zeb, ibid x. 10. No. 


10 


a Milk, viz. is poured. out; 


1.169 1. 
No. The Comp oh is Bm ef the A 


ti Max 


of the Formation of 705 Boy, a dithe 
of making Cheeſe. - 1 thoy ue pri me out 


cruddieg we 
= as Cheeſe, is cruddled. 
The Inferences the Author 1 7 parallel to 


Mr 1 —˙⁷, 


It doth not follow, because Man cometh forth 
P95 like a Flower, and fleeth 920 like a Shadow, 
« that therefore either or oY, in other Places, 


„may denote a Man,” 


Are neither ſuch as Mr. H——# makes, nor what 
the Text juſtifies ; though theſe, and many others of 


the like Nature, will Juſtify Mr. s Conclu- 


ſion, that as Chrift is to be like the Purification: of 
thoſe that waſh, it means like it in a pirizugl Senſe, 
for in that View is the Compariſon ſtated; he that 
bath the lie Quality with any bps elſe, has the 
ſame. So the Duration of a Flower is comparative- 
y the ſame, as that of Man; but Man is not for 
that Reaſon a Fleer. The "Modeſt Apology (ſee p. 
14. and ' Anſwer, 12 27.) twiſts the plaineſt Com- 
pariſons from the Point in View, and argues in the 
ſame ingenious Way the Addenda: do here, that I 
think we cannot miſtake the Author. 

I ſhall now return back to the Diſſertations ; Y We 
were at, p. 12 T. after endeavouring to ſhew chat Cy- 
venant Will ftand i in ſeveral Texts, where rendering 
*Perith, Purifier, would not be difagreeable, the 
learned Author proceeds to give his Reaſons why ic 
might not be rendered otherwiſe,” The Firſt is, p. 


145. that St. Paul writing in Greek, uſed the Greet 


Words other People did, for the Hebrem ones, 


and expounds the Blood of 'Berith, by «444,715 Aa- 


bene. The learned Gentleman doth not care 


do enter into the Reaſons aſſigned, why the New 


Teſtament did not chuſe to correct. the. Tranſla- 


tion of ' the Hebrew Words and Phrafes in'Ufe in 


Greek, 
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Greek, or give us a better Tranſlation of them; and 
yet doth not care to give up the Argument from 
its Uſe of ſuch Greet Words or Phraſes: It made a 
good Figure in Mr. Bedfard's Diſputation, and ſeemed 
to have pinned down the Hebraiſts to the Senſe of 
the Greek; but as the Objection is Satisfatterily 
anſwered, it ſhould not have been repeated. Al. 
ben was the Word moſt commonly uſed in Greet 
for Beriib in Hebrew, and the Apoſtles, it is allowed, 
had Reaſons for not-giving us a better Word, could 
they have found one, in Greek; but this it is 
choviti will not do here, 

«© For St. Paul has actualiy JF AF? the Verſion 
ce. here, and for Ado, which is the Word i in the 
on LXX, has put gere % “f, 

But he has not mended the Verſion here, or given 
us a Word which the LXX doth n ue for N43; 
in other Places, ſee p. 137. Nor does one Greet 
Word exprefs more than the other; one ſignifies to 
command, the other to appoint, but neither of them 


ſignify to cut or cut o It cannot be ſaid, that 


tr A comes nearer che Senſe of Carath to male, 
than Aizrif.as, which is the Word profane Authors 
uſed with Aiabnn ; and therefore if St. Paul bath 
actually altered the Verſion bere, he hath not mended 
it, (which is what we ſay it was not proper he 
ſhould) much leſs given us the exact Senſe of the 
Hebrew. This is labouring ſo hard to evade what 
cannot be anſwered, that it is enough to make one 


think, non per ſuadebis etiamſi ee 


"But, Secondly, - 


„ And which is more demerkahle, our ar 


« himſelf has uſed the ſame Expreſſion apa Al 
hene in the moſt ſolemn Form * en Mat. 


« xxvi. 28.“ 
He has ſo; and alluded, as I Sake not; to ale 


Blood e Berith in the Old Teftament. The Blood of 
a Beaſt being under the Old, and Wine under the 
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lived elſewhere z and he might as well have been 
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New - Inſtitution; the Blood of Chriſt. The Greek. 
Word uſed here for Berith, is as proper à Word as 
any, or perhaps the beſt, in the Greek Tongue. 
It was in uſe; it was underſtood; and though as 
much a Miſconſtruction of the Hebrew, as Covenant 
is of the Greek, and more ſo; yet had he taken 
upon him to have formed new Words, he muſt. 
have wrote a Di#1onary, or explained them by a 
Circumlocution ; and then thoſe Words might have 
been diſputed about, and as much miſunderſtood - 
as the Words he deſigned to ſettle the Meaning of. 
And when all had been done, could he have given 
us better Words by his Apoſtles than he hath given 
us by his Prophets? And if the Authority of both 
Teſtaments is equal, there will be as much Reaſon 
to conſtrue the Greek by the Hebrew, as there can 
be to bend the Hebrew to the Greek. There is 
ſcarce an Objection that has been uſed in the Courſe 
of this Diſpute that hath been more flouriſhed upon, 
or more fully anſwered than this has been; and 
which opens a wider Field for endleſs Conteſts about 
the Meaning of both Teſtaments, with ſeveral other 
untoward Conſequences: pointed out; and yet the 
Doctor ſeems to preſs the Argument with unuſual 
Eger. of wh | The 

Is it reaſonable to ſuppoſe; if the LMX in 
« their Tranſlation, commonly uſed in his Days, 
dropped any thing of the Weight and Signifi - 
* cancy, which the HA H ought to have borne, 
« and carried into the Minds of - Believers, —” . -. 
I aſk pardon for the Interruption, but I do 
not know that the Apoſtles then underſtood Greek 


at all; or that Chriſt ſpoke to them in Greet; 


though the Apoſtles, when they came to write in 
Greek, uſed the commonly uſed Greek Words but 
the LXX Verſion was not made for the Jews of 
Judea, but for thoſe who had loſt the Hebrew, and 


: 


EX 
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expected to have left Diredtians about ning our 
Irs ranflation as theirs. (- 
1 * Senſe of the Word — Thing os ever N 

But what occaſion was there to fix the Senſe of a 
Word and Thing, which the Holy Ghoſt had fixed 
ſome thouſands of Years before, in a Language, 
which if they did not underſtand. then, they were 
fo ſoon to be inſpired with the u e 
But to go on with the Quotation, 

* So as none afterwards ſhould — 
& alter it, would not have reſtored at ſo ſeaſonable x 
* Juncture, — the long diſcarded Notion of a:Puri- 
« Ffeation implied in Berith ?” On ar 

If it ever were implied in Berith,: nothing could 
diſcard it, becauſe the Hebrew Seriptures were de. 
ſigned for the Uſe of all Chriſtians in all Ages. 
And when Chriſt directed them and us to the Old 
Teſtament, to Moſes, he directed them to the Hu- 
brew, not to the Greek, to the Word of God, not 
to that of Man, Which a Tranſlation is. But nothing 
can prevent the Seriptures from being miſunder- 
ſtood by ſome Peoples or was it — 
that inſpired Men ſhould correct the Errors in 2 
publick Tranſlations of one Age more than ano- 
ther? All are referred to the and they 
who would preſume to alter that;cwould; preſume 
to alter the Tranſlation, even if we had one from in- 
Jpired Writers; which would have been uſeleſs La- 
bour in them to have given us, and only have ſerved 
o have ſet the two Originals (for fo we muſt have 
5 5 upon them) at a Variance, for the Lan- 

mages muſt have Kreme. un: bred en 

in n | | L059 
| "This will not do, it ſoemms; ow the- Hebrew 
"Tongue. Was then, : in @ manner, 1 and out 


LE Wore TOTO! 
| . eee Sia Nor 


l 


cc whe, can it it be 5 5 gat ic nas 
« ceſſary for his Diſciples co gh. 1005 
« his divine. Inſtitution, "from. te \ ng * 
«  Mafes and the Prophets.“ 

No; it was deſigned they Koa have it a for 
Way z he tells them at the Inſtitution, John xiv. 26. 
be Holy Ghoſt, whom the Father will ſend iu 

ame, be fail teach you all Things, and bring 
Things to your Remembrance whatſoever 1 I Baut {ala 
into on; though he opened the Scripiures ſo far to 
them, before. the Holy Gbeſt came upon them, t 
0 Scene made their Hearts to burn With- 
in them 
4, 44+ Eſpecially as to the Uſe and Iry tt of 
«the Phraſes and Words by him uſed—." 4 

It no ways appears * he ſpoke in 'Griek, or 
dat ch they did not underſtand; enough of the "Ola 
Teſtament to know that the Deſign of that Tnftit 
tion was ' Purification, by Blood, and confequency 


that Wine ſhould (by bis Words). henceforth an 


to what Blaad did before? The Doctor was awate 
of this obvious Anſwer, - that Grit might not CIP 
in Greet, and therefore. in the next Page, h he pyts 
the Caſe himſelf, 

f it be ſaid, that Cbrif talked in Stab, and 


did not himſelf uſe the Word Adm, I Bow 


And! 1, 
Why then did he ar the contraty St 
e, that, Our angus upon hi mſelf has uled t 
ſame Expreſſion, 4% 4 A in the 10ſt 55 
* lemn Form of Ne perhaps, ever. 


by him in the h ug of Man. „ er Had the 


e 
%% XX. tranſlated 3575 wrong, "woult* he not 


have corrected it on this important Occaſian ?— 
AIs it reaſonable to-ſupppſe he would not —Leav⸗ 


* ing his own Dilciples under an apparent Miftike, 
«(bout the Meaning of Ala men) to be conquered 


< ag they could?“ See a great deal more of this 
| warm 


[14] 
warm Expoſtulation upon the Suppoſition of 
Chriſt's ſpeaking in Greek to his Diſciples, and not 
correcting the LXX Verſion of the Hebrew, p. 125, 
to 130, when at the ſame time it is acknowledged 
he did not ſpeak Greek, which it is highly im- 
probable that a Parcel of ignorant Fiſhermen (ſee 
D. 127) ſhould underſtand, at the Time of the Iyp 
ſtitution of the Sacrament. wb, 
But to go on with the Paſſage, p. 127, 
He had once ſaid indeed, on a particular Oc- 

_ « caſion, Search the Scriptures. But would this Mo- 
« nition given to ſceptick Fews juſtify his Conduct 
«© in leaving his own Diſciples under an apparent 
«© Miſtake to be conquered how they could? 

. Is not this ſetting aſide the Old Teſtament, the 
original Record, as of little or no uſe? * Chrif 
« had once ſaid indeed, on a particular Occaſion, 
« Search the Scriptures,” It is but once, and on a 
Particular Occaſion, ſo not a general Command, 
The Author whoſoever he is that writes here, for 
I dare ſay, it is not the ſame we have had hitherto, 
ſeems to look upon it, as a certain thing, that the 
Direction to ſearch the Scriptures, when there were 
none but the Hebrew, concerned not the Diſciples of 
Chriſt, being directed to ſceptict Jes only; though 
one would be apt to think, that if Chrift referred 
even Scepticks to the S S. for Evidence of himſelf, 
the honeſt, well-diſpoſed Diſciple muſt be able to 
find that Evidence, which lay obvious enough even 
for the Prejudiced to ſee it. But Chriſt would not 
refer his Diſciples thither, becauſe, | 
They were only Fiſhermen and not Scribes.“ 
HFlad they been Scribes, they would have wanted 
that Information, but been incapable of receiving it 
from the Scriptures, as the Author ſuppoſes the 
Diſeiples were. *. q 


« From 


WT” TOO . 


dangerous Poſitions advanced in a Writing which 


| [ 275 J . | 
« From Obſervations on the Idioms and Genius 
« of the Hebrew Tongue, then antiquated in à man- 


ger and out of uſe:?“ . 


Now quite antiquated and to be laid aſide as of 
no uſe, The Chriſtian that. ſeriouſly weighs the 
Conſequence of thus undermining the Foundation 
of our Faith, by repreſenting the Senſe and Mean- 


ung of the original Record, (which from the Na- 


ture of Evidence, and the one continued Direction 
of Chriſt and his Apoſtles, we muſt appeal to, and 
abide by) as depending upon the Meaning of the 
Idioms and Genius of a Tongue antiquated in 8 
manner, and out of uſe two thouſand Tears 

muſt think that the Author is laying a ſtumbling 
Block in the Way of the Ignorant and Unwary, and 


endeavouring to turn the Eyes of Mankind, from 
the chief and principal Evidence of their Faith, 


and conſequently be greatly ſhocked at ſeeing ſuch 


hath Dr. Sharp's Name to ite 

The Author continues to argue under the ſame 
faral Miſtake about the Certainty and Perſpicuity of 
the Hebrew Scriptures, in the next Paragraph 3 
We are apt to conclude, and with great Rea- 
« ſon, that he came not only to fulfil but to explain 
the Law, and the Prophets.“ * 
This is gratis didtum; he eame to full; but 
not to explain what was writ ſo plain before, that it 


was able to make Men wiſe unto Salvation; and was 


as plain as the Holy Spirit and Spirit of Truth 
could make it. So plain that ignorant and. ſceptical 
Jews will be condemned for not believing Moſes ; 
and through Moſes in Chriſt. We have had of late 
Years, even from - our otherwiſe moſt eminent 


Writers, ſuch ſtrange Accounts of the Laws of 


God, and Religion' of the Fews, their Ignorance, 


and the Obſcurity of their Scriptures, and the in- 


terior State of Religion, and Knowledge in their 
| Days, 


[ 276 ] 
Days, and the Times before them, that Chriſtianity 
has ſuffered more from its deſigned Friends, Mal 
all its bittereſt Enemies put together. If our Lord 
came to explain the Law, and the Prophets, what is 
become of thoſe Explanations? One would ex 
pect the Diſciples ſnould have preſerved them for 
our uſe ; inſtead of that, they only tell us in the 
gtoſs, that they reaſoned out of the Seriptures, 
and directed their ingenuous Hearers to ſearch them 
daily to ſee whether thoſe Things were ſo or no. 
Chriſt had nothing to do, nor the Diſciples uy 
thing to preach, ſave what God had Jpoke yt 
Mouth: of all bis boly Prophets, fnce the World be- 
an. As St. Paul ſays of himſelf, they witneſſed 
, arr "to ſmall and great, ſaying none other J hings 
than theſe which the Prophets and Moſes did ſay 
come: Not one Word do we ever read of 
any Obſcurity ' in ther Writings which wanted IF 
planing.” | 

Bur. ſays the Auttior, an 
We know he (viz; Crit) did” it in ſome In- 
« Asen in which the Jaws had either ignorantly 
** or perverſely miſinterpreted them.!“ 

This is not explaining the Law and the Prophets, 
but correcting the Ignorance and Perverſeneſs of 
ſome Commentatofs upon them, which he did in 
ſome few Particulars ; and is a quite different 
thing from exp/aining the Prophets, or making that 
plain, which they are 7 2 to have left obſcure 
in anutiguated Idioms, ſo forth. Chrift tells us 
' the Scibes had made the Commandments of God 
of none effect by their Traditions; and that the 
next Generations ſhould be ſcven times wickeder 
than their Fathets; and cautions us in the ſtrongeſt 
manner, and on every Occaſion, to beware of that 
curſed Leaven, a little of which leavens the whole 
u which firſt” Pay vp the Heart, and = 
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fills the Head with its Vapour, which after that i is 
neither fit to direct nor be directed. 

But ſuppoſing that the Zews « did not then under- 
ſtand the Meaning of Berub, the Author puts the 
Queſtion, 

« How happens it then, chat we ſhould hear of no 
« Explabation from him of this important Senſe of 
« Berith, which the Jews had arttully concealed, 
«and kid in their Verſions—"? 

The Queriſt may find an Anſwer in p. 54. of the 
firſt of theſe learned Diſſertations. 

„ Tuſt as the apoſtate Jews are ſaid to have 
6 Pers ſince his coming 

I have no Quarrel with this Senterice ; but take 
the” Word ſaid to be an Error of the Preſs for 
proved; becauſe it is proved, beyond all Contradic- 
tion, that they have uſed. their utmoſt Endeavours 

to miſlead Chriſtians, and have ſucceeded but too 
well, as it was foretold they would. This is al- 
moſt the Caſe of Abab, when he was told before- 
hand, by one he acknowledged for a true Prophet, 
that there was a hing Spirit gone fotth to deceive 
him, and that it would prevail alſo. 

There is no doubt but that the Apoſtles who 
heard our Lord, 

« When he inſtituted the Sacrament, underſtood 

„the Words he ſpoke, and the true nn 
„them,“ p. 128. 5 

Or, which is ſufficient, did ſoon after doſo;. 

And that St. Matt bet in reporting them in 
© his Goſpel, hath reported them frithfully. 33 

But a Writer in Greek could not uſe the ſame 
Words, if our Lord ſpoke in Syriac or Hebrew ; 
and we muſt go back to the original Words, if we 
can find them: Beriih, I believe, was one of theſe 
Words ; and the new Berith may be tranſlated New 

Purification, meaning the * Way of ne 


[ 178 3 
the ſhedding of the Mose of Chriſt, which i is our 


real Purification. 

&« Now, (ſays the Doctor) how are we to under- 
c ſtand the od and new Purifier.“ 

If Purifier be allowed to ſtand for the Type, the 
Senſe is plain; it will be the old and new typical 
Purifier. But, I ſuppoſe, Wine cannot be called a 
Purifier, which is a perſona! Name, or Name of an 
Apent ; therefore here we ſay, the new Purification. 
On which the Doctor remarks, 

« Or if it imported Purification, as Mr. H—n 
& would have it, when he renders the Text thus, 
« This is my Blood of the New Pucification, will not 
& his Blood of the Covenant go as eafily dum? 

12 
| * Gong eafily down is too ludicrous an Expreſſion 
to be applied to the Blood of Chriſt; the ingenious 
Author of the Letter to a. Biſhop, had ſaid, The 
Blood of the Covenant, is a Phraſe that will hard! 
go down, which keeps entirely clear of what 10 15 
offenſive in the Expreſſion above; and what that 
Author ſays, one would think ſhould be true, be- 
eauſe there is no Blood in a Covenant; a Covenant con- 
fiſts of Words only, unleſs you ſay, with Mr. H—1, 
that the Ceremonies in uſe, when the Prophets 
wrote at making a Covenant, were Part of it, * 
if they were, they were that Part to which the 
Blood belonged, for it belonged not to the Words, 
Articles, or Terms agreed upon. 

& In the mean time, (continues the Do&ar) how 
<< ſhall we reconcile this New Verfion to the original 
* Word Auwbnxy p 

I hope that is done to the Satisfaction of the 
Reader, by ſhewing that Aiabnen ſignifies Luſtilu- 
tion. 

For though it be urged never ſo frongly, that 
«Ks 1 a ee of the original Word 5 

4c. Mat- 
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« Matthew's Goſpel, yet it is properly the original 
« Word in St. Paul.” | 

No more than it is in St. Matthew, He relates 
the Words of Chriſt when he inſtituted the Sacra- 
ment, and St. Paul does the ſame. But St, Paul, 

He received his Account of the Inſtitution there 
given from the Lord himſelf.“ | 

So did St. Matthew ; and both might receive it 
in the ſame Language. But I ſee not what this 
Conteſt about its being an Original Word tends to. 
Berith is certainly an original Word, and the firſt 
uſed on the Occaſion, and to which the other is 
allowed to refer; and if Alabnen be an original 
Word too, then we have another original Word 
for the ſame thing, And it they do not directly 
coincide, it might become Men of Senſe and 
Learning, to enquire wherein, and how far, they 
differ; and endeavour to obviate any ill Uſes that 
might ' be made of ſuch Difference ; and perhaps 
their Time might be more uſefully employed than in 
trying to ſhew, which is impoſſible, that the Hebrew 
and Greek have the ſame radical Idea or Meaning. 
It is common with Scripture, in different Deſcrip- 
tions of the ſame Thing, to uſe different Names or 
Words for it; and it is plain that different Names 

may be given to the ſame Perſon or Thing, and 
yet thoſe Words ſhall not ftand for the ſame Idea. 
And the Quarrel ſo warmly carried on againft us 
for not ſubmitting to conſtrue Berith by Aab h, 1 
charge with a three-fold Error. In the firſt Place, 
for making it neceſſary that the Hebret and Greek 
Names for the ſame Types, Perfons or Things, 
ſhould have the ſame radical Ideas. 2dly;” In 
fuppoſing it neceſſary that the Hebrew ſhould bend 
to the Greek. And, 2dly, in conſtruing Auzbmn by 
Covenant, and ſo lofing that Senſe of the Word, 
which ſeems to me to reconcile the Difference be- 
cxeen the two Words - a Moment; for though 
VIP | ; 2 * ' the 
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the Greek Word doth not fignify Purification, yet 
it leads us 0 that Idea almoſt a we will or 
no; for. 
« The Les, 5 N Purification goes always ith. 
c Blood and Blood. ſpedding in the Fata Sacri- 
« fices under the Law,” p. 130, 
And they are that Inſtitution which this Word 
leads us to. 
I be Doctor gives it as his 1 08 
% That there ſeems more Weight, Efficacy ey 
e Inſtruction in the Phraſe 3 Blood of the ume 
% or Blood of the New Teſtament : | 
But Covenant and Teſtament are quite different 
things; and Teſtament falls in much eaſier with 
the general Senſe of the Paſſage than Covenant does. 
Than there would have been in—— The. 
& Blood of Purification, or the Purification in his 
„ | 
The Judgment of Dr. Sharp hath great Weight 
with me, as no doubt it will have with others; and 
if the Matter did not reſt on another Authority, I 
ſhould not have preſumed to have continued the 
Queſtion about it. Reaſons are to determine the 
Point; and the Doctor gives his. The, firſt is 
what has been once or twice touched upon before, 
viz. that it is ſuperfluous or more than neceſſary to 
call an expiatory Sacrifice by che name of Puri- 
fication, . 
“ So that no Idea of Purification, that ** 
< poſſible be conveyed by i could be wanting 
in ſuch Words as theſe ;, viz. To ap Trgs reh 
& Awv exxuvoperor, Ell pecially when there is added 
4 fig @Qeouw G& ACTION, Nor could — Idea be | 
„ wanting, when our Lord calls it 4H jet? p. | 
130. | 
This Argument from the T ile of Berith (in our | 
Senſe. of it,) being too. exprefſive a Word, or the | 
Idea of Purification * too plain and ſtrong i in 


4 5 the 6 
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the expratory Sacrifice to admit of ſo proper a Name 
being given it, I ſubmit to the Reader's Arbitration 
without ſaying any thing more about it; and paſs 
on to the next Reaſon aſſigned in favour of Cove- 
nant againſt Purification, and it is this, that Blood 
of the Covenant implies more than Purification in the 
Blood of Chriſt. . 

„ But now az ene implies more than all 
this. It denotes @ Covenant founded on the 
„ ſhedding of this Blood; in which Man hath a. 
« Part.” | ; Wente, d | 

| Purification by the Blood of Chriſt expreſſes all 
that Man can hope or wiſh for, the being made 
one with God in Chriſt : Doth not lead us indeed to 
think that-Man hath any Part in making the Cove- 
nant founded on the ſhedding of this Blood; and con- 
ſequently doth not lead him to think, 98 

« That he re- ſtipulates that Part every time he 
« commemorates the edding of this Blood. Or 
that the HolyCommunionis a repeated Ratification 
„of Man's Part of the New Covenant, every time 
«-lie-pagtakces ef Ee... oP 

I confeſs; I know not what is meant by Chriſt's. 
being given to make a Covenant with the People, and 
Man's repeatedly ratifying it on his Side; we had 
offended God, and Chriſt is our Reconciliation ; as 
Ideas are borrowed from material Things, we are 
laid to be unclean, and filthy in the Sight of God, 
and the Blood of Chriſt to purify that Uncleanneſs: 
and we are ordered to commemorate the , ſhedding 
of this Blood for us, by pouring out of Wine in the 
Sacrament, The Holy Communion is a Remembrance 
of Chriſt, and exhibiting” that Blood he ſhed for 
us to God, and claiming the Promiſe of Purifica- 
tion and Reconciliation by it. Jeſus Cbriſt ſuffered 
Death upon the Croſs for our Redemption, and made 
there (by bis one Oblation of - bimſelf once offered) 
a full perfect and ſufficient Sacrifice, Oblation and Sa- 
N 3 tigfaction 
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tiifaftion for the Sins of the whole World, and aid 
inſtitute, and in bis Goſpel command us to continuo 
a perpetual Memory of that bis pretious Death till bis 
Coming again. Some call this a Covenant, and re- 
newing their Covenant with God, but it is talking 
in a looſe and confuſed way, without clear and 
diſtin&t Ideas of what they mean; or elſe, it is 
having very incompetent and erroneous Notions of 
the Covenant of Grace, and their Part in * and [ 
agree that this 

« Notion, had not been ſo much as Aipalſed 
« (at leaſt not in the Form of the Inſtitution) if 
* our Lord had called it only the Blood of Puri: 
&« cation, ſhed for the Remiſſion of Sins“ 
And J hope the Notion will fall with re&ifyi ing 
the yy 1 of Berith and Aab n; and help to 
ut it out of People's Heads that they can bargai 
Lach God for Salvation, or do any thing' — tt 
wards it, but ſubmit and accept the Mereies offered, 
ez of our Sis, and all other e, 8 bis 
Pa 
1 paſs on to p. 138. The Sobſtaner of at 
occurs between, having come ' ſeveral times into 
Diſpute before. And here the Doctor ſeems to me 
to Bre up the whole Diſpute at once; © 
But, it may be ſaid, is not #9 cut or ir ef. 
e the proper and original Senſe of Carath as a 
© Root? and was not the Application of it to 


* Covenants entirely owing to the Uſe of the 


« Word in Sactifices, when they cut off Bealts, 
Se. on which Occaſions Covenants were wont to 
er de made, or ratified,” On which Occaſions," muſt 
mean by which Sacrifiees, Rites and Ceremonies; be- 
He 5 did not make the Covenant, becauſe of 
e Sacrifice; but offered up a Sacrifice when'they 


| bad made a Evite by way of Ratificatior of 1 it; 


publickly avowing it, and binding themſelves in 
the ſtrongeſt manner to obſerve it. 
[4 


mere cuſtomary Phraſe — 


Phraſes barre Le Aoki 
People whoſe Language it was; and ſo though the 
Fhraſes are improper, they are underſtood to mean 


the Creature was underſt 


{ 283 ] 
It is allowed then that the Application of Caratb 
to cut ¶ was owing to the Cuſtom of cutting at 
making a Covenant. oy 
* Suppoſe it was 


Then the P 


grammatical. 


« — Yet it might become in Proceſs of time, a 
95 


0 ». » 


ſc was once proper, natural and 


# | g 1 


But why might it? Learned Men, who are fond 


of ſhewing their Reading, may and often do, when 
they are . in à dead Language, ſpeak in 
from the Cuſtoms in Uſe with the 


no more than the Phraſes of their own Country ex- 


- preſſed in a different way, But why are we to ſup- 
_ pole that People would uſe Phraſes for a thing that 


expreſſed ſomething quite different from what oy 


intended to ſay? As we cannot ſuppoſe that ſuc 


Phraſes would ever have come into uſe, had it not 
been for the Cuſtoms, which they ſo naturally ex- 


preſs; ſo neither is there any Reaſan to ſuppoſe that 


they ſhould. ever be uſed, whilſt thoſe Cuſtoms were 
in common Uſe, but with reſpect tp them; becauſe 
it would have been a. direct Falſehood for any one 
to have ſaid, I have cut off a Berith or a, Juratorium, 


when he had not done fo, it being natural to un- 


derſtand A 10 to mean by a Phraſe what is com- 
monly underſtood by it, The Hebrews and Greeks both 
made their Covenants and ſolemn 18 by Sacri- 


ſices ʒ and had ſome Rites peculiar to theſe Sar; 


ſuch as cutting the Creature in Pieces, &c. and there- 
fore uſed proper Words to expreſs it; and there- 
tore to cu Berith, oęxio, ovodas, & c. were no im- 


proper Phraſes for making a Covenant, provided ſuch 


ites or Ceremonies hag intervened, becaule cutting 
990 FL NAY ne 
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LS. 
Words could do 5 and was in Adlion, what an Oath 


is in Words. | 


« A mere. cuſtomary Phraſe, to expreſs the 
« making or entering into a Covenant when no Sa- 
e crifices were offered, or even dreamed of: 
They had no occaſion to dream of a Sacrifice, 


| when they ſtood over it; in fæderibus ſemper aliguid 


exſcindebatur; and it is but little better than Dream- 
ing to talk ſo. The Phraſes that were proper 


before Sacrifices ceaſed, might afterwards become 
mere cuſtomary Phraſes, being preſerved by thoſe 
who affect Learning; but to ſuppoſe them mere tuſ- 


tomary 1 1 for ſomething different from the 


natural Senſe of the Words, whilſt the Cuſtoms 
were in Uſe, merely to evade the Force of their ob- 
vious Meaning, (as what may not be ſuppaſed ben 
one has a mind to it, that is not impoſſible, yet it) 
amounts to no more than a groundleſs Suppoſition, . 
Perhaps what follows was thought to amount to 


& 3 12.4 2.4 


Pour the full Urn; then draws the Grecian Lord 


His Cutlace ſheath'd beſide bis pond'rous Sword 5 


From 
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Hom the fign'd Victims & crops * the curling Hair, 

The Heralds part it, and the Princes Hare. : : * 
* Ai Fey ert! Poor, v. 339. 


Then follow the Conditions of the League, and 
the Invocation of Vengance, or the Execration, and 
e e nr Hark 4 79 


a o X gry Tape vines Xanxu V, 292, ” 
Cn Act 144. © "to 32 / : 181 7. * 


With that the Chief the tender Victims flew," © © 
And in the Duft their bleeding Bodies threw. v. 364. 


The Verb to tut uſed here, ſeems to be the He- 
dre Word Bn or dom to finiſh, to conſume; 
| variouſly Writ in Greet, rh˙, rah, rate, and 

nad. I do not know how to think that this Gen- 
tleman could be unacquainted with the Propriety of 
Creek Phraſes, and not know that the Creatures 
they ſacrificed, on theſe Occaſions were called «gue. 
And therefore the Phraſe- was proper in Greek, and 
only wants to be made Engliſh, which exiting off a_ 
Compat# upon Oath, the Gentleman himſelf could 
not but know, doth not make it; it is not a true 
Tranſlation of the Words. And if any, leſs correct 
Writers did in Proceſs of Time uſe the Phraſe to 
expreſs making a Covenant when uo Sacrifices were 
effered or even dreamed of, all that I can ſay is, they 
might be dreaming of ſomething, elſe ; for they 
vere aſleep when they talked ſo idly, I would Be 
underſtood here to except the Learned, Who uſe 
old Phraſes, however improper the Change of 
Cuſtoms have made them, out of reſpect to Anti- 
quity ; but during the Times of the Prophets there 
"= no ſuch Change of Cuſtoms, Nee 
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1186 ] 
Decline of the antient Grecian or Roman Cuſtoms and 
Learning, Writers wrote in a more looſe and un- 


| guard ed way, and uſed Phraſes that were Falſebood, 


uſe once true, why muſt the inſpired Writers 
be ſuppoſed to do ſo too? They could not be led 
into it by Ignorance, AﬀeCtation, or want of proper 
Words. « £39 «+ 4 Wo gh HE me | | 
And when was it that p and 50 became 
mere cuſtomary Phraſes, being antiquated and worn 
out of their original Propriety ? I put this Queſtion 
becauſe the Doctor will not allow them to bear theit 
original Senſe, even where they are uſed betwixt God. 
and Noab; and (not long after) betwixt God and 
Abrabam, which was ſo early, that they had ſcarce 
had time enough to be antiquated; unlefs they were 
almoſt worn out when Noab brought them crols 
the Flood; though if Hebrew were 4 Plank of the 
Shipwreck at Babel, that could not be the Caſe, nor 
could ebrew Tdioms get out of 176 ſo ſoon, (one 
would think) as the Time of Moſes; and then it 
muſt be allowed that we have conſtrued them right 


 whereever they occur in the Pentateuch. How far 


further we may reaſonably extend the natural Life of 
theſe Phraſes, before they began their metaphorical 
Life, I ſhall leave to the Reader to determine. 


And 1 beg leave to refer to a Letter to a Biſhop, p. 
60 — 62. for the Meaning of the Latin Phraſe 


here parralleled with the Hebrew and Greek ones, 
And proceed to the next thing contended for, 


Which is the over - ruling the Senſe of Carath by the 
Noun it is joined with. 2 2 | 


8 cSo neither ſhould we render Ng by any other 
Verb then what is proper to accompany the Noun 
that it governs in Compoſition.” 

Let us invert this Argument. Neither ſhould 
« ve render Berith by any other Noun then what 


is proper to accompany the Verb that governs | 
in Compoſition,” I imagine the Reaſoning is 2 


ſtrong 


| (197 ] 

ſtrong, on one ſide, as the other. And. then we 
muſt look out for ſome Noun for Berith that is pro- 
r to accompany the Verb; or ſuppoſe it to ſigni · 
ſomething; that could be cut off; and the: Rea- 
ſoning will be a little helped here, by conſidering 
that there is ſome Probability that Beriih was 4 
Name for a Creature that could. be ſlain 4: but it is 
not pretended that cutting af is not the genuine 
Senſe of e and, Arik ſpeaking, the only pro- 

per Senſe. See p. 139. 
obo To which I anſwer, (ſays the Doctor) ir will 
« be with y when Joined to MYA Juſt as it is 


% with rexvw when uſed with opmw— the true Mean: 
ing af the ſeveral Verbs in all the other Uſes of 
them, is not loſt or impaired by this Arp. 


tion of them to Covenant.“ 

But the Queſtion is, why it ſhould be loſt or im 
paired in this Application of them to Covenants ? 
Or why the Antients ſhould uſe ſuch Verbs as will 
not bear to be underſtood in their : Senſe # 
That Senſe not being loſt in ather Las of them, is 
no nme e eee but. the Re« 
verſe. 1199) 

is Nchber in their true and proper. Mean» 
„ ing tetained in this Application ; at leaſt ar is 


only ſ% far retained, al mg; fervs to por aul the 


Origin o plication.” 

That ONT —— for; and what cho Doc- 
tor has been argui ng againſt! for ſome Pages for 
underſtanding « wy in the Senſe of muh doth: not 
fetain the Origin of ſuch" Application. But what is 
meant by iber true and proper Meaning nat being 
retained in ibis Application of them-to Covenants, and 

yet being Jo far retained as may ſerve ko point out the 
Oni of Juch Application? is ew ls Way 

twixt being retained and not retained? I think ic 
in "ain allowed that when a Man of Senſe is 
driven 


[ 188 ] | 
driven to argue in the 4% confiſtent way, he is con- 
futed, whether he will acknowledge it or no. And 
I pitch upon the laſt aps 5 of the Doctor's as a 
Specimen of that kind of Reaſoning. ——*< The 
true and proper Meaning of theſe Verbs is not 
« retained, at leaſt it is only ſo far retained as to 
« pou out their proper Meaning) 
or can the Objection, which the Doctor hath 
ingenuouſly. put in its full Strength, be evaded but 
by ſaying ſomething that will not hang together. If 
the Words were proper according jto their natural 
or radical Senſe, why do we not tranſlate them ac- 
cording to that Senſe ? It they were not. proper, 
why did the Antients uſe them? Or are we better 
Judges than they what Words it was proper for 
them to uſe? Had the learned Gentleman been 
pleaſed. to have put it out of all doubt by proper 
Authorities or Inſtances that 0px40v Tejwavery WAS Never. 
more than a mere cuſtomary Phraſe, it would have 
added ſome Weight to his Inference. There are 
indeed ſome ſmall Improprieties in moſt Langu 

and ſome in our own; but I hope there are no ſuch 
groſs ones in Hebrew, uſed however, by the Pro- 
phets'; nor any of that kind, uſed in the Greek Teſta- 
ment, by thoſe who were directed by him to ſpeak, 
who made the Mouth, and (the Hebrew the firſt) 
himſelf, What Reaſons Etymologiſts may 

furniſh us with that favour the Doctor's Cauſe, I 
cannot tell; nor has he been pleaſed to tell us him- 
ſelf; he only ſays, to fas n 
„If you aſk the Reaſon of all this“ (viz. the 
Impropriety of the Phraſes in Hebrew, Greek, and 
Latin we are contending about) ** the Etymologiſts 
4 will tell you.“ n oY; 
But I wiſh the Doctor had been pleaſed to haye 
told us himſelf ; for I confeſs I am at a Loſs where 
to go for it. But it ſeems, In 75 

jog bo cc t 
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« It cannot well be otherwiſe, unleſs we were 
« wholly to drop all metaphorical or figurative Uſe 
« of Words, with which no- Language abounds 
« more than the Hebrew. * 8 

Though it is the only LANSUage pertiaps that 
cannot abound in verbal Metapbors, uſe it is 
ideal ; or its Words are applied to the Ideas of 
Things. The Phraſes in diſpute aroſe from Cuſ- 
toms once in uſe, and continued as long as thoſe 
Cuſtoms did, as common Phraſes. And when 
thoſe Cuſtoms and Languages were no more in 
common uſe, or were greatly altered, the Phraſes 
were preſerved by the Learned. Or perhaps even 
before the Languages became dead, and the Cuſ- 
toms were entirely diſuſed, which they were deſigned 
at firſt to expreſs, they might poſſibly be uſed 
in a more Jax Manner, yet that will not take 
away the native Uſe of the Words, or juſtify the 
Critick in underſtanding them always in zbe ſe- 
condary Senſe, which the Deſign of the ſacred Rite, 
they deſcribe, brings to the Mind at the ſame 
Time. How far ſuch an incorrect way of ſpeaking 
may be juſtified by Authorities from profane Au- 
thors, the Doctor is certainly a much better Judge 
than I am. How far he has juſtified it by Authori- 
ties from the ſacred Writers, we muſt leave to the 
Reader to judge of from a Survey of what is laid 
before him on both Sides. . M 

The Reader may obſerve, that the Doctor, . 
137—140. argues entirely upon a Suppoſition that 
Berith and 08X40v ſignify only Covenant and Oath, 
which may not be ſo indiſputable a Point, as was 
apprehended; and thence he would have the Ap- 
plication of Carath and reis to their reſ] pective 
Nouns, to be metaphorical and figurative; but 
nat the Figure is they carry, or whence the Meta- 
Poor i ng e ane SN: 

" ſhould 
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' ſhould have been. If you ſay it is the Figure of 


the Sacrifice which they on then they are not 
ords; | which ſpoils 
the whole Inference. And underftanding them to 


metaphorical, but deſcriptive 


ſignify a Covenant made, is oy eng for granted, 
what is. neceſſarily implied. 


firm the Covenant or Oath. And it is the cloſe 


Connection betwixt the Sacrifices, and the Deſign 
for which they offered them, ſo clearly expreſſed 
in . the. Titles they gave thefe Sacrifices, that has 
given the Doctor the whole Pretence he has to dif- 


Pute, all the Room he hath of conteſting, with us 
the true Senſe of thoſe Phraſes. It is from a me- 


taphorical Uſe of theſe Words this learned Gentle- 


man would have it, that £ | 

. * Theſe Verbs, we are ſpeaking of, became 
e mere Idioms, or peculiar Phraſes of theſe Lan- 
« ouages, carrying only ane Senſe, —"? 

Fach Phraſes were not Idioms of any one, but 
common, as far as we know to the contrary, to all 
the Languages in the World, where Sacrifices 
were uſed, and continued fo, till Sacrifices were 
diſuſed ; which ſeems to lay the F FE; ne of =. 
not in Figure and Metaphor, but in Propriety and 
Truth, 1 - Hf or ne 

« Nor, ſays he, is the original Source or Root, 
« from whence theſe Words are derived, any fur- 
« ther to be regarded in theſe Idioms, or cufto- 
« mary Phraſes, than for the Satisfaction of the 
« Cyrious and Inquiſitive, who love to diſcover 
« the Ground and Reaſon of every Expreſſion in 
Lan D a 

And that ſeems to be what Mr. H aimed 
at in his Enquiry into the Ground and Reaſon of 
the Hebrew Phraſe ; the frequent Uſe of which, 
and the important Occaſions it is uſed upon, 4 

0 4 — ' | gr 


or they offered the 
Covenant-Sacrifice, and the Oath-Offering, to con- 
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great Object (on which our Faith and a of 


Salvation depend) it is applied to, and the Infalli- 
bility of thole Men, in whoſe Mouths we ſo often 
find it; all theſe Conſiderations call for the moſt 
careful, nice, and critical Enquiry, into the exact 
and preciſe Meaning of it; not to fatisfy an inqui 

ſtive Temper, or indulge an idle Curioſity, 5 5k 
to remove all Scruples, Diffidence and Confuſion 
from Words that concera the Fundamental Article 
of our Faith; nay, on which depend (incluſtvely) 
all the Articles of the Creed, 

« And when the Diſcovery is made, (ſays the 
« Doctor) it amounts to no more than a critical 
« Obſeryation, or a grammatical Speculation. And 
« if no more than this be intended in what is 


| * urged concerning Carath and Berith, and their 


« Force and Signification in the Hebrew Scripture, 
« there is no Objection to be made againſt it. 

I think this is a full Conceſſion that Mr. H-——x 
hath difcovered the Ground and Reaſon of the Ex- 
preſſion. And that his critical Obſervation, and 
grammatical Speculation on theſe Words are right; 
and if by that Means he has ſtruck, out any Light, 
it is to be hoped that they who will, may have li- 
berty to, take the Advantage of it. 

The Pleaſure this Conceſſion gives, is ſomewhat 
abated by what follows, and concludes the Diſſer- 


tations, p 


But if it be propounded, and ſo it ſeems to 
“ be, as a new and moſt important Diſcovery, with- 


out which, &:c.—I cannot diſſemble my Diſſent 
* toit, after the moſt accurate and impartial En- 
* quiry I have hitherto been able to make into 


6« it.“ 


On which I ſhall only obſerve, that as this learn- 
ed Adverſary of Mr. Hs ſet out with telling 


his Readers, it was not the Errors ſo much, as want 


V 
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of Deference in that great Man, and thoſe who fol- 
low him, that induced him to ſet Pen to Paper; 


ſo it is not now the Falſity of the critical Obſeruy- 


tion or grammatical Speculation on the Phraſe we 
have been canvaſſing, but the great Importance pre- 
tended to be in the Diſcovery, which will not let 
him diſſemble bis Diſſent to it; and this will abate 
ſomewhat, I hope, of the Prejudice, which the 


Diſapprobation of ſo eminent a Judge in the learned | 


Languages muſt have raiſed againſt Mr. H 
Criticiſms upon them. | 
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